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GLOSSARY

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement (ARARSs): The Federal and state environmental rules,
regulations, and criteria that must be met by the selected remedy under CERCLA.

Applicable Requirement: Cleanup standards, environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations
promulgated under Federal or more stringent state law that specifically address a hazardous substance,

pollutant, contaminant, remedial action, location, or other circumstance at a CERCLA site.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA): A Federal law
passed in 1980 and amended by Congress by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986.
Pursuant to CERCLA Section 120, the Navy is responsible for investigating and conducting response actions
to address releases and threatened releases of hazardous substances at or from the Portsmouth Naval
Shipyard. This law established a national trust fund (known as Superfund) to investigate and remediate

abandoned or uncontrolled hazardous waste sites.

Cover: A layer of clay and/or other impermeable materials installed over the top of a closed landfill designed

to serve as a barrier to surface receptors and/or to prevent infiltration of water and minimize leachate.

Data Quality Objective (DQO) Process: Developed by USEPA, it is a logical process that assists with
identifying the objectives of environmental investigation work, the necessary sampling and testing requirements,
and the evaluation and decisions that will be made once the data are collected. The final output of the DQO

process is the investigation work plan.

Feasibility Study (FS): A report that develops and analyzes potential remedial action goals and cleanup
alternatives for a CERCLA site based on information collected as part of remedial investigations.

Hazard Index (HI): A measure of the potential for toxic (non-cancer related) effects from exposure to
non-carcinogenic chemicals. An HI of 1 or less is considered an acceptable risk level by the USEPA and
MEDEP.

Incremental Lifetime Cancer Risk (ILCR): The incremental increase in the probability of developing cancer
during one's lifetime from exposure to carcinogenic chemicals in addition to the background probability of
developing cancer. The USEPA target risk goal is between 10 (1 in a million) to 10 (1 in ten thousand)
incremental chance of cancer risk. Cancer risk below or within the risk goal is considered an acceptable risk
level by the USEPA. The MEDEP risk guideline is 10° (1 in one hundred thousand)
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incremental chance of cancer risk. Cancer risk below the risk guideline is considered an acceptable risk level
by the MEDEP.

Management of Migration: Actions that are taken to minimize and mitigate the migration of hazardous
substances and the effects of such migration. Management of migration of groundwater from OU3 (i.e., the soil

and groundwater within the Jamaica Island Landfill boundary) to the offshore is being addressed as part of OU6.

Operable Unit (OU): Term for each of a number of separate remedial activities undertaken as part of a

Superfund site cleanup. Sites with similar characteristics or in near proximity may also be grouped as one OU.

Principal Threat Wastes: Source materials considered to be highly toxic or highly mobile which generally
cannot be contained in a reliable manner and/or would present a significant risk to human health or the

environment should exposure occur.

Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) or Proposed Plan: A plan for site cleanup that is made available

to the public for comment.

Record of Decision (ROD): An official document that describes the selected remedial action for a site under
CERCLA.

Remedial Investigation (RI): A summary report of the information collected on the nature and extent of
contamination and the problems that the contamination could potentially cause (including assessment of
human health and ecological risks) at a CERCLA site.

Relevant and Appropriate Requirements: Cleanup standards, environmental protection requirements,
criteria, or limitations promulgated under Federal or more stringent state law that, while not “applicable," do
address problems or situations sufficiently similar (relevant) to those encountered at the CERCLA site, that their

uses is well suited (appropriate) to the particular site.

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA): A Federal act that gives USEPA the authority to develop
a nationwide program to regulate hazardous waste from "cradle to grave." Enacted in 1976, the act was
established to "protect human health and the environment from the improper handling of solid waste and

encourage resource conservation."
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Risk Assessment: Evaluation of current and future potential for adverse human health or environmental
(ecological) effects from exposure to chemicals.

Sediment: Soil, sand, and material typically transported by erosion from soil to the bottom of surface water

bodies, such as streams, rivers, ponds, and lakes.

Source Control: Action including the construction or installation and start-up of those actions necessary to
prevent the continued release of hazardous substances (primarily from a source on top of or within the ground,
or in buildings or other structures) into the environment. OU3 addresses source control for the soil and
groundwater within the boundary of the JILF, where soil within the boundary of the JILF includes the waste
materials placed in the landfill.

Surface Water: Water from streams, rivers, ponds, and lakes. For this ROD, surface water means water of

the Piscataqua River.

To-be-considered (TBC) Criteria: Non-promulgated, non-enforceable guidelines or criteria that may be useful
for determining what are protective of human health and environment.
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1.0 DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

11 SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Operable Unit 3 (OU3)

Soil and Groundwater within the Jamaica Island Landfill (JILF) Boundary
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS)

Kittery, Maine.

1.2 STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for soil and groundwater within the boundary of
the JILF (OU3) at PNS, which was chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and, to the extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on the Administrative Record for this
site, which was developed in accordance with Section 113(k) of CERCLA, and which is available for review in
the Information Repositories at the Kittery Town Hall in Kittery, Maine, and the Portsmouth Public Library in
Portsmouth, New Hampshire. The Administrative Record Index included in Appendix A identifies each of the

items comprising the Administrative Record upon which the selection of the remedial action is based.

The Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MEDEP) concurs with the selected remedy (see Appendix

A). The remedy meets MEDEP's requirement for a hazardous waste landfill cover for OU3.

1.3 ASSESSMENT OF OU3

The response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD) is necessary to protect the public health or

welfare or the environment from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances into the environment.

The United States Navy (Navy) has determined that risks for future potential human exposure (without
restrictions) to soil (including landfill material) within OU3 exceed acceptable levels. Risks for future potential
human exposure (without restrictions) to fresh groundwater (if used for drinking) within OU3 also exceed
acceptable levels; however, groundwater at OU3 is not likely to be used for drinking because a potable source
of water is available and portions of OU3 have brackish/saline groundwater that is not considered potable.
Implementation of the selected remedy for OU3 will minimize future exposure to soil and groundwater within

the JILF boundary. No onshore ecological risks were attributed to the site.
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OU3 is adjacent to the offshore operable unit (OU4) and human health and estuarine ecological risks were
calculated for the offshore. Based on the evaluation of these risks as part of the Interim ROD for OU4, interim
offshore monitoring is being conducted. However, management of migration of OU3 groundwater to the offshore
will be addressed as part of OU6 (the management of migration operable unit for the JILF) and is not addressed

by the ROD for OU3.

1.4 DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The selected remedy for OU3 includes a hazardous waste landfill cover, institutional controls, erosion controls,
and monitoring. The following components are necessary to address soil and groundwater contamination within
the boundary of the JILF:

« A multiple layer cover over the landfill surface that would prevent receptors on the surface from coming in
contact with contaminated soil and/or waste and minimize infiltration of water through the cover to the
landfill material. Portions of the JILF that have buildings and structures will not be covered under the
hazardous waste landfill cover. The specific cover components will be determined as part of the cover

design, based on pre-design investigation, as necessary.

» Institutional controls to restrict land and fresh water groundwater uses within the JILF boundary to prevent
unacceptable human exposure to site contaminants. Institutional controls will also be used to prevent
unrestricted disturbance of the hazardous waste landfill cover, shoreline erosion controls, and buildings and

structures within the boundary of the JILF.

» Shoreline erosion controls, including rip-rap and/or wetlands placed along the shoreline, to minimize the

potential for washing away of soil and/or waste materials from the edge of the JILF.

* Monitoring of site media to assess the effectiveness of the remedy over the long term. The appropriate
media for monitoring, frequency, testing protocol, and evaluation criteria will be determined as part of the

monitoring program development and will be documented in the monitoring plan.

» Routine inspections and maintenance of the cover, shoreline erosion controls, and institutional controls to
ensure that the cover, erosion controls, and site controls remain effective. An operation and maintenance
plan will be developed. The operation and maintenance plan will include identification of verification activities

to determine whether the buildings and structures within the JILF boundary are still in place.
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» Five-year site reviews to confirm that remedial action objectives (RAOSs) are being achieved and the remedy

remains protective.

The selected remedy addresses source control for the JILF (i.e., OU3). Management of migration of groundwater
from within the JILF boundary to the offshore will be addressed as part of OUG6. In addition, the offshore areas
potentially impacted by PNS onshore sites, which include the area adjacent to OU3 in the estuary, are being
addressed as part of OU4. However, based on comments received from the MEDEP on the schedule for OU6
and the concerns raised by the public during the comment period on the Proposed Remedial Action Plan
(PRAP) for OU3, the Navy, in consultation with the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
and MEDEP, has agreed to incorporate the following activities related to OU6 into the ROD for OU3:

» Initiate development of a work plan for the additional investigation for OU6 by holding a Data Quality
Objective (DQO) meeting within 60 days of signing of the ROD for OU3.

» Complete the work plan for the additional investigation for OU6 by the time the JILF cap construction is

complete.

» Evaluate the possibility of wetlands construction specifically for water quality improvement to address

groundwater migration from the JILF.

In addition to the items specifically associated with OU6, the Navy will re-evaluate the feasibility of consolidation
of portions of the landfill (in the Jamaica Cove area and the vicinity of the former location of Mercury Burial Site
) into the existing landfill. The evaluation relates to both OU3 and OU6 and will be conducted as part of the
pre-design investigation and cap design for OU3. Removal of waste material in the vicinity of Jamaica Cove
could provide the additional benefits of removing landfill material from a tidal influenced area and provide
additional area for construction of wetlands. Removal of waste material in the former Mercury Burial Site 1l area
is being considered so that the Navy can locate the discharge from the two freshwater ponds that is believed
to enter the landfill in this area and redirect this discharge away from the landfill, thus reducing the amount of
groundwater flowing into this portion of the landfill. Removal of waste material from both areas and consolidation

in the remaining landfill area would reduce the extent of the hazardous waste landfill cover.
These activities related to OU6 are enforceable components of this ROD for OU3; a full enforceable schedule

for subsequent activities related to OU6 will be incorporated in the Amended Site Management Plan as

necessary.
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Based on available site data, the majority of the landfill materials are nonprincipal threat wastes (i.e., fill
materials present at OU3 do not meet the USEPA definition of principal threat waste). However, the selected
remedy will address principal threat waste, if present in the landfill, by providing a cover to minimize infiltration

of water through the landfill material and to prevent direct contact with site materials.

15 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with Federal and State
requirements that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action, is cost-effective, and utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable. The remedy
for OU3 does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element of the remedy. This is
because OU3 is a large (approximately 25 acres) heterogeneous landfill that ceased landfill operations before
1980, and the chemistry data for soil and groundwater for OU3 indicate low to moderate concentrations of a
mixture of chemicals (organic and inorganic) dispersed throughout the landfill area. Therefore, the Navy has
concluded, and USEPA and MEDEP concur, that treatment options as a principal element of the remedy are

not practicable for the landfill size or for the mixture of landfill material.

A review will be conducted within five years after initiation of remedial action to ensure that the remedy
continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the environment because this remedy will result
in hazardous substances remaining on-site exceeding levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted
exposure. Subsequent five-year site reviews will be conducted as long as hazardous substances remain on-site

exceeding levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.

1.6 ROD DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST

The following information is included in the Decision Summary section of this ROD. Additional information can

be found in the Administrative Record file for this OU.

Chemicals of concern (COCs) and their respective concentrations.

o Baseline risk represented by the COCs.

» Cleanup levels established for COCs and the basis for these levels.

»  Current and future land and groundwater use assumptions used in the baseline risk assessment and ROD.
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» Land and groundwater use that will be allowed at the site as a result of the selected remedy.

» Estimated capital, operation and maintenance (O&M), and total present worth costs, discount rate, and

the number of years over which the remedy cost estimates are projected.

« Decisive factor(s) that led to selecting the remedy (i.e., describe how the Selected Remedy provides the
best balance of tradeoffs with respect to the balancing and modifying criteria, highlighting criteria key to

the decision).
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17 AUTHORIZING SIGNATURES AND SUPPORT AGENCY ACCEPTANCE OF REMEDY

This ROD documents the selection of remedial action for OU3 (soil and groundwater within the boundary of the
JILF) at PNS. The foregoing represents the selection of a remedial action by the Navy and the USEPA, Region

I, with the concurrence of the MEDEP.
Concur and recommend for immediate implementation:
Department of the Navy

(4 d[/(/é(mw _ oo | THUG 2004

V.T. Williams
Captain, USN

Commander

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine
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Concur and recommend for immediate implementation:
United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1

QQZ&;;@Z) %ﬂ'ﬁ‘/ Date 9/2‘?/0l

7 S

Patricia L. Meaney

Director

Office of Site Remediation and Restoration
Region |

Boston, Massachusetts
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2.0 DECISION SUMMARY

2.1 SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

Operable Unit 3 (OU3) is located in the eastern portion of Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS), Kittery, Maine.
The United States Navy (Navy) is the lead agency for cleanup of this site.

PNS is located on an island in the Piscataqua River, referred to on National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) nautical charts as Seavey Island, with the eastern tip given the name Jamaica Island.
Attached by a rock causeway is Clark's Island, which is not industrialized. The Piscataqua River is a tidal
estuary that forms the southern boundary between Maine and New Hampshire. PNS is located at the mouth
of the Great Bay Estuary (commonly referred to as Portsmouth Harbor). The locations of the Great Bay Estuary
and PNS are shown on Figure 2-1 (provided at the end of Section 2.0).

OU3 is approximately 25 acres in size and it consists of the soil (including landfill material) and groundwater
within the following sites: Site 8 — the Jamaica Island Landfill (JILF); Site 9 — the Former Mercury Burial Sites
(MBI and MBII); and Site 11 — the Former Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 and 7. Sites 9 and 11 are located within the
boundary of the JILF. The site locations are shown on Figure 2-2 (provided at the end of Section 2.0). The layout

of OU3 is shown on Figure 2-3 (provided at the end of Section 2.0).

A more detailed description of the OU can be found in Section 1.0 of the Feasibility Study Report for Operable
Unit 3 (TtNUS, November 2000a).

2.2 SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

PNS in engaged in the conversion, overhaul, and repair of submarines for the Navy. The long history of
shipbuilding in Portsmouth Harbor dates back to 1690, when the first warship launched in North America, the
Falkland, was built. PNS was first established as a government facility in 1800, and it served as a repair and
building facility for ships during the Civil War. The first government-built submarine was designed and
constructed at PNS during World War I. A large number of submarines have been designed, constructed, and
repaired at this facility from 1917 to the present. PNS continues to service submarines as its primary military

focus.

Years of shipbuilding and submarine repair work at PNS have resulted in the release of hazardous substances
into the soils, groundwater, surface water, and sediment on and around Seavey Island. As a result,
investigations and remedial activities have been performed under the Department of Defense (DOD) Installation
Restoration Program (IRP). The IRP is designed to identify contamination of DOD
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facilities and lands resulting from past operations, to investigate the extent and severity of contamination, and
to institute corrective measures. The IRP parallels the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act (CERCLA) and is further discussed in the Community Relations Plan for PNS (B&R

Environmental, 1996).

Investigations of hazardous waste contamination at PNS began in 1983. The United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) became involved with PNS in 1985, under the authority of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Since 1988 the Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(MEDEP) has also provided oversight of investigation and remediation at PNS. In March 1989 the USEPA
issued a Corrective Action Permit under the RCRA Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 (HSWA
Permit) (USEPA, 1989) that required PNS to investigate 13 solid waste management units (SWMUSs) and take
appropriate corrective action. However, effective May 31, 1994, PNS was included on the National Priorities List
(NPL). The subsequent studies have been conducted under the authority of CERCLA, commonly known as
Superfund. Consistent with the transition from RCRA to CERCLA, the SWMU terminology was replaced with
"site." In addition, the sites identified in the HSWA Permit as well as several newly identified sites have been
grouped, based on similar characteristics or proximity, into six OUs. Four OUs (OU1, OU2, OU3, OU5)
address onshore contamination from IRP sites, whereas OU4 addresses offshore contamination from the IRP

sites. OU6 addresses management of migration of groundwater from OU3.

The Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) for PNS between the USEPA and the Navy became effective February
2000 and the FFA supersedes the HSWA Permit. The State of Maine has elected not to be a party to the FFA
at this time. However, the State is afforded a participatory role in the site remediation (i.e., CERCLA) process
by virtue of CERCLA. Among other things, an FFA outlines roles and responsibilities, establishes
deadlines/schedules, outlines work to be performed, and provides a dispute resolution process for primary
documents. The FFA ensures CERCLA decisions will be consistent with RCRA and other Federal and state

hazardous waste statutes and regulations as appropriate for the sites at PNS.

As part of the Navy’s IRP and its predecessor, the Navy Assessment and Control of Installation Pollutants
Program, various environmental investigations have been conducted at PNS beginning with the Initial
Assessment Study (IAS) (Weston, 1983), conducted in 1983, that identified and assessed sites posing a
potential threat to human health and the environment. The final phase of this study was completed in
1986 with the issuance, of a Final Confirmation Study (FCS), (LEA, 1986), which evaluated the sites
identified in the IAS to confirm the presence of contamination. In accordance with the HSWA Permit
requirements, a RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) was performed. The RFI consisted of several phases

of investigations spanning from October 1989 to February 1992 and the results of the RFI were
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assembled into the RFI Report (McLaren/Hart, July 1992). The RFI "Approval with Conditions" was issued by
the USEPA in March 1993 and the Addendum to the RFI report (McLaren/Hart, 1993) was prepared to address
the requirements of the "Approval with Conditions" to the extent possible. Several requirements needed
additional field investigation, which was conducted as part of the RFI Data Gap field work. The results of the
field work are provided in the RFI Data Gap Report (Halliburton NUS, 1995) and are considered supplemental
to the RFI report. Four rounds of groundwater monitoring and seep and sediment sampling were conducted from
1996 to 1997 (Rounds 7 through 10 sampling). A summary of the groundwater monitoring and a summary of
the seep/sediment sampling are provided in the Groundwater Monitoring Summary Report (TtNUS, August
1999) and the Seep/Sediment Summary Report (TtNUS, August 2000), respectively. Remedial investigations
of two sites (Sites 10 and 29) and Site Screening Investigations of three sites (Sites 30, 31, and 32) were
conducted in the summer of 1998. The results of these investigations are provided in the Field Investigation
Report Site 10 (Building 238) and Site 29 (Teepee Incinerator) (TtNUS, March 2000) and Field Investigation
Report Site 30 (Building 184), Site 31 (West Timber Basin), and Site 32 (Topeka Pier) (TtNUS, May 2000b).

A risk assessment of onshore media (e.g., soil and groundwater) was conducted using the analytical data
collected during the RFI and the results are provided in the Public Health and Environmental Risk Evaluation:
Part A Human Health Risk Assessment (PHERE) (McLaren/Hart, March 1994). The offshore area was
investigated and risks evaluated as part of the Estuarine Ecological Risk Assessment (EERA) (NCCOSC, 2000)
and the Offshore Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) (McLaren/Hart, May 1994). Human health risk
assessments for OU2 and 003 (Revised OU2 Risk Assessment, TtNUS, November 2000b and Revised OU3
Risk Assessment, TtNUS, May 2000a, respectively) were conducted in 2000 using RFI, RFI Data Gap, 1998

field investigation results, and 1996/1997 groundwater monitoring data, as appropriate.

Contaminant fate and transport modeling was conducted for OU2, OU3, and OU5 to estimate the potential for
chemicals in the soil and groundwater in these operable units to migrate to the offshore and adversely impact

the surface water and sediment in the offshore areas of PNS (TtNUS, December 1999).

Interim offshore monitoring of OU4 (offshore areas) is currently being conducted in accordance with the Interim
Offshore Monitoring Plan (TtNUS, October 1999) as required by the Interim Record of Decision (ROD) for OU4
(Navy, 1999).

Site 8 is the JILF, which was tidal mudflats that the Navy used as a disposal area for various industrial wastes
from 1945 to 1978. In 1978, approximately 100,000 cubic yards of dredged sediment from the Shipyard's Berths
6, 11, and 13 were deposited at the JILF (covering approximately 9 acres corresponding with the area within

the running track) per a permit issued by the Army Corps of Engineers.
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A new dike was designed and constructed to contain these dredge spoils and to prevent post-construction
seepage and run-off into the adjacent Piscataqua River. A 2-foot thick clay cover was placed on the dredge

spoils to minimize infiltration of rainfall.

An area referred to as the JILF Impact Area (encompassing the Former Child Development Center) was
investigated as part of the RFI to ensure that the children at the center were not being exposed to sail
contaminated by wind dispersal of contamination from the JILF. The area is located southwest of the JILF
(southeast of GW-1 and northwest of Building 341). The center has since been moved to a different location,
the building and playground equipment have been removed, and the area regraded and vegetated. The area is
not currently used and there are no current planned uses for the area. As part of the Feasibility Study for
Operable Unit 3, it was determined that because of the nature and extent of contamination and the activities
conducted to date at the JILF Impact Area, the remedy for OU3 would not include the JILF Impact Area.

Additional investigation of the JILF Impact Area will be conducted separately.

Site 9, Former Mercury Burial Sites | and Il (MBI and MBII), is located within the boundary of the JILF. The burial
sites consisted of poured concrete blocks and a precast concrete pipe (also referred to as concrete vaults)
containing mercury-contaminated wastes that were reportedly buried between 1973 and 1975 at two locations.
The concrete vaults at MBI and MBIl have been removed (portions of MBI in 1994 and the rest in 1997 and MBII
in 2000). All the contents of MBI and MBII were disposed of properly at a licensed offsite disposal facility and
no exceedances of regulatory criteria for mercury were found in the excavated soil. The area was backfilled and
seeded (Halliburton NUS, 1995; FWENC, 1997; FWENC, 2000).

Site 11, Former Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 and 7, was used from 1943 to 1989 to store waste oils from facility
shops before offsite disposal. The types of waste oils included cooling and cutting oils, motor oils, transmission
oils, and hydraulic oils. Some of the waste oils may have contained metals. It is possible that degreaser
solvents labeled as waste oils and Freon may also have been stored in the tanks. Twice before removal from
service (in 1979 and 1986), the tanks were evaluated and determined to be sound. When the tanks were
removed from service in 1989, the tanks were excavated and again found to be sound. PNS and the MEDEP
collected soil samples and found elevated levels of lead and other contaminants. The contamination was
believed to occur from spills during filling of the tanks. The tanks were removed and disposed of offsite. At that

time, 332 tons of surrounding contaminated soil were also excavated and disposed of offsite.

During 1989 to 1992, as part of the RFI, surface and subsurface soil, groundwater (bailer sampling

method), and seep samples were collected from the sites within OU3. During the RFI Data Gap
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investigation conducted in 1994, hydrogeology and tidal influences were further investigated. In 1996/1997, four
rounds of groundwater monitoring (using low-flow sampling method) were conducted for the OU3 monitoring

wells. Figure 2-4 shows the sampling locations (provided at the end of Section 2.0).

Test pitting within portions of the JILF was conducted in 2000 at 25 locations, selected based on a survey for
buried metallic objects, to investigate the possibility of the presence of a large number (nearly 10,000) of
55-gallon (or similar capacity) drums reportedly buried above the water table in the landfill between 1945 and
1965. Test pits were not included in the MBIl area or within the capped area of the landfill. Forty-one drums
containing non-hazardous material were located and 40 of these drums were removed from one location and
disposed of offsite and one of these drums, containing a Portland cement type material, from another location
was replaced in the landfill. Subsurface soil samples were collected as part of the investigation (TtNUS, October

2000). Figure 2-5 shows the test pit locations (provided at the end of Section 2.0).

Section 1.0 of the Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit 3 (TtNUS, November 2000a) provides additional
details on the site history and enforcement activities for OU3. In addition, the Feasibility Study Report for
Operable Unit 3 provides the identification and evaluation of alternatives to address soil and groundwater within
the boundary of the JILF (i.e., source control) and the management of migration of groundwater offshore of the
JILF. The Navy, USEPA, and MEDEP decided to finalize the OU3 FS without addressing the separation of
source control (OU3) and management of migration (OU6) for the JILF. The Navy prepared an OU3 FS
Clarification Memorandum (Navy, 2000) that discusses the decision to separate the operable units and the
impact on the OU3 FS. The Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for OU3 (Navy, January 2001) was

prepared for public comment to indicate the Navy's preliminary proposed remedy for source control for the JILF.

2.3 HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

Community relations activities for PNS began as early as August 1986 when the first public information
workshop was held regarding environmental restoration work at the PNS. In addition to community
workshops, a Technical Review Committee (TRC) organized meetings beginning in December 1987 and
on an as-needed basis thereafter to provide an opportunity for the technical experts performing
environmental investigations to meet with appointed citizens and PNS personnel to discuss and solicit
community input on the technical progress and interim findings of the investigations. The TRC evolved
into a Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) with the inclusion of additional community members in 1995.
The RAB generally meets every two months. The RAB provides the forum for discussion and exchange
of information between the Navy, regulatory agencies, and the community on environmental restoration
activities, and it provides an opportunity for individual community members to participate in the decision-

making process and provide input to the decision makers for various IRP sites, including OU3. A local
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citizen's group (the Seacoast Anti-Pollution League or SAPL) receives a Technical Assistance Grant (TAG)
funded by USEPA to help citizens acquire technical advisors to help them understand proposed cleanup
remedies, to better understand the technical problems at the site, and to respond to CERCLA actions. The PNS
Public Affairs Office has interviewed members of the public in Seacoast communities to establish a baseline
of the public's knowledge and concerns about the PNS IRP and enhance open communications on topics of
public concern. Details of the history, objectives, and implementation techniques of community relations

activities at the PNS can be found in the Community Relations Plan (B&R Environmental, 1996).

The Navy has provided presentations of the results of the various investigations and evaluations conducted for
OU3 or the sites within OU3 at various RAB meetings. The minutes from these meetings are provided to the
RAB members. In addition, updates on each RAB are mailed to the PNS IRP mailing list. Technical documents
are distributed to the RAB members for review and comment and RAB members are invited to attend all
technical meetings related to these documents. Minutes for technical meetings are prepared and distributed
to the RAB members. In addition, copies of the minutes, RAB updates, and final documents are included in
the PNS Information Repositories at the Kittery Town Hall, Kittery, Maine and the Portsmouth Public Library,
Portsmouth, New Hampshire. All documents that support the selection of the remedy for OU3 are available for

public review in the Information Repositories.

In addition to RAB participation, specific community outreach efforts for the recommendation and selection of

a remedy for OU3 are as follows:

» A notice of availability of the PRAP for OU3 and documents related to OU3 was published on January 22
and 30, 2001 in the Portsmouth Herald and in Foster's Daily Democrat. The notice also announced the
documents were available to the public in the PNS Information Repositories; and the dates for the 30-day

public comment period, the Informational Open House, and the Public Hearing.

* The Nawy held the 30-day public comment period for the PRAP for OU3 from January 31, 2001 through
March 1, 2001. Written comments were accepted during the comment period via mail or fax, at the

Informational Open House, and at the Public Hearing.
« The Navy held an Informational Open House on February 1, 2001 to provide a forum for the Navy to respond

to public questions and concerns about the proposed cleanup remedy. Written comments were accepted

at the Informational Open House.
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» The Public Hearing was held on February 22, 2001 at which the Navy accepted oral public comments.

» Subsequent to the public comment period, in response to public concerns related to human health and the
environment from separation of OU3 and OUG, the Navy prepared a fact sheet and distributed the fact sheet
to the PNS IRP mailing list (which includes the community members who attended the Informational Open
House and Public Hearing, as well as RAB members, and other people requesting to be included on the

mailing list).

The transcript for the public comments received at the Public Hearing and the written comments received
during the public comment period are provided in Appendix B. Responses to significant comments received

during the public comment period are provided in the Responsiveness Summary in Section 3.0.

2.4 SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT 3

As with many Superfund sites, the issues at the PNS IRP sites are complex. As a result, the Navy has divided

the analysis and cleanup of PNS IRP sites into manageable portions, called Operable Units (OUs). There are

currently six OUs at PNS as follows (see Figure 2-2 for OU and associated site locations):

OUl and OU2 are onshore sites at PNS that are undergoing various phases of remedial

investigation/feasibility study activities.

« OUS3, the subject of this ROD, is the source control operable unit for the JILF. It addresses the soil and

groundwater within the JILF boundary, where soil within the boundary of the JILF includes the waste

materials placed in the landfill.

» QU4 is the offshore area potentially impacted by PNS onshore sites that includes the area adjacent to the
JILF in the estuary. An interim ROD was signed for OU4 in May 1999 that selected monitoring of the
sediment and biota as the interim remedy. Monitoring activities began in September 1999.

e QU5 only consists of one site, which is being recommended for no further action under CERCLA.

* OUS6 is the management of migration operable unit for the JILF. It addresses migration of groundwater

offshore of the JILF.
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Before October 2000, source control and management of migration for the JILF (and the sites located within
the JILF boundary) were both addressed as part of OU3. The MEDEP identified concerns related to
management of migration during the development of the Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit 3. To
address these concerns without further delay of a remedy for source control for the JILF, the Navy, USEPA,
and MEDEP agreed to split off management of migration for the JILF and create a new operable unit, OU6. The
Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit 3 was near completion and it was further agreed that the report would
be finalized without updating the document to reflect the separation of source control and management of
migration. The Navy prepared the OU3 Clarification Memorandum (Navy, 2000), to explain the decision to
separate the remedial action for the JILF into two OUs: OU3 and OU6 and to explain the impacts on the
Feasibility Study. Based on the separation, OU3 addresses source control (i.e., soil and groundwater within
the boundary of the JILF). The remedy for OU3 therefore considers the risks or impacts to human health and
the environment from exposure to soil, wastes, and/or groundwater within the boundary of the JILF.

Management of migration (i.e., groundwater migration offshore of the JILF) will be addressed separately as OU6.

As part of OUBG, the risks or impacts to human health and the environment from the migration of groundwater
from the JILF to the offshore will be considered and action as necessary to address management of migration
will be determined. MEDEP concerns for migration of groundwater relate to the seeps in the intertidal area of
the JILF, which are the locations where groundwater exits the JILF, flows on top of the sediment in the intertidal
area, and then enters and mixes with the river water. The MEDEP expressed concern that water quality
standards may have been exceeded at some of the seep locations (particularly seeps exposed above mid tide)
and that organisms exposed directly to the seep water at these locations may be adversely impacted by the
seep water. The concerns related to migration of groundwater will be addressed as part of OU6. Actions related
to OU6 will be conducted after ROD for OU3 is signed. Several of the specific activities for OU6 are discussed
as part of the remedy for OU3 and include development of an investigation program for the seeps, evaluation
of wetlands construction to manage migration of groundwater, and evaluation of consolidation of portions of the
landfill. However, the Navy is currently conducting interim offshore monitoring for OU4 that includes monitoring
stations in the areas offshore of the JILF. Sediment, mussel, and juvenile lobster in the offshore area (including
the intertidal area where the seeps are present) are being collected and tested as part of the program. The
interim offshore monitoring program was designed to determine whether there are potential continued adverse
impacts to the offshore area, which includes the intertidal and subtidal areas. The presence of seeps in the
intertidal area was considered during the program development and it was determined that monitoring of
sediment in the vicinity of the seep was a better indicator of adverse impacts because contaminants tend to
accumulate in the sediment. The program was developed through the Data Quality Objective (DQO)
process and the USEPA, MEDEP, NOAA, US Fish and Wildlife, and SAPL participated with the

Nawy in the development of the process. Therefore, data for the offshore area (that includes
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OUG) are currently being collected to determine whether additional action is necessary to prevent adverse risks
to the offshore area in the interim of additional investigation/evaluation to address the specific concerns related
to seeps in the intertidal area of the JILF.

The JILF Impact Area was previously included as part of OU3. The area is located southwest of the JILF
(southeast of GW-1 and northwest of Building 341). As part of the Feasibility Study for Operable Unit 3, it was
determined that because of the nature and extent of contamination and the activities conducted to date at the
JILF Impact Area, the remedy for OU3 would not include the JILF Impact Area. Additional investigation at the
JILF Impact Area will be conducted separately.

Principal threats (highly mobile/high-toxicity source materials) and low-level threat (hon-mobile/low to moderate
toxicity source materials) that this ROD addresses are summarized in the following table. These threats were
identified based on the results of the environmental investigations at OU3, which are summarized in Section
2.2

Principal Threats | Medium Contaminant(s)® Action To Be Taken
None Not None identified Not Applicable
Applicable
Low-Level Medium Contaminant(s)®@ Action To Be Taken
Threats
Landfill Material Soil/Waste Polycyclic A hazardous waste landfill cover with
Aromatic institutional controls will be used to
Hydrocarbons minimize infiltration of water through the
(PAHSs), Metals landfill material and to prevent direct
contact with site soil/waste.
Landfill Material Fresh Benzene, Metals Institutional controls will be used to
Groundwater prevent development of fresh groundwater
for drinking water uses.

1 Based on available site data and risk assessment, source materials considered to be highly toxic or
highly mobile that generally cannot be contained in a reliable manner or would present a significant risk
to human health or the environment should exposure occur have not been identified at OU3.

2 Contaminants listed are the chemicals of concern (COCSs) identified based on the results of the human
health risk assessment for OU3 (see Section 2.7 of this ROD). Other contaminants have been detected
in the soil and/or groundwater at OU3; however, the actions to be taken for the contaminants listed
would be the same.

2.5 SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Section 1.0 of the Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit 3 provides a summary of the environmental
investigations conducted at the sites within OU3. Sections 2.0 through 4.0 of the Feasibility Study Report for

Operable Unit 3 provide information on the site characteristics, chemical concentrations in soil and
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groundwater at OU3, and fate and transport of the chemicals detected. The following summarizes the
characteristics of OU3 that is discussed in more detail in the Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit 3
(TtNUS, November 2000a). The results of the test pitting in February/March2000 at the JILF and the removal
action at MBIl are not discussed in the Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit 3. The Test Pitting
Investigation Report for Jamaica Island Landfill — February/March 2000 Activity (TtNUS, October 2000) provides
details of the results of the 2000 test pitting at the JILF. The Removal Action Report for Mercury Burial Vault
Site Il (FWENC, 2001) provides details of the removal of MBII in July 2000.

The JILF is located on approximately 25 acres of land. The area was used for a landfill and it was filled from the
northeast corner toward the shore in aregion of mud flats that existed between original islands at the eastern
portion of PNS. MBI was located within the grass-covered area of the JILF and MBIl was located in a
gravel/dirt-covered area in the southwestern portion of the JILF. The tanks at Site 11 were covered with asphalt

and were located within a fenced area adjacent and to the west of the hazardous waste transfer facility.

The ground surface at OU3 is relatively flat with an approximate elevation of 110 feet; although, the ground
surface elevation varies from 120 feet along the western boundary of OU3 to 100 feet along the shore (elevations
are in reference to the PNS datum that equates the mean high water line to 100 feet). Most of OU3 is filled land,
and naturally occurring soil is covered with 5 to 10 feet or more of fill material. The average thickness of the
overburden is 20 feet, with an average thickness of 40 feet in the vicinity of a local depression (in the vicinity
of JW-19). The overburden materials consist of weathered bedrock, glacial till, tidal flat, and beach deposits,
as well as the man-emplaced fill. The net groundwater flow is toward the shoreline. Groundwater flow at OU3
(and PNS) appears to be a localized system that is not affected by the mainland groundwater flow system. The
approximate depth to groundwater ranges from 8 to 13 feet below ground surface. Groundwater at OU3 consists

of freshwater that flows into areas of saline/brackish groundwater.

Soil and groundwater data for Sites 8, 9, and 11 show similar chemical contamination throughout the area of
the landfill. A variety of organic and inorganic constituents were detected in soil and groundwater and included
volatile organic compounds, semi-volatile organic compounds, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), pesticides,
metals, and petroleum hydrocarbons. During the 2000 test pitting at the JILF (in February/March) dioxin
analysis of select subsurface soil samples was conducted and low levels of dioxin were detected. The
contamination at the three sites is consistent with the heterogeneous nature of the materials that were landfilled
at the JILF (i.e., a range of concentrations of a variety of chemicals was detected in the JILF suggesting a

heterogeneous mixture of wastes in the landfill).
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Because of the heterogeneous nature of the materials in the landfill, COC specific cleanup goals for soil were
not used to develop the extent of contaminated soil at OU3. Historical information on landfilling was used to
determine the approximate extent of landfill material. The approximate boundary is shown on Figure 2-3.
Because groundwater at OU3 includes fresh groundwater flowing into saline/brackish groundwater that is tidally
influenced along the shoreline of OU3, the boundary of the JILF (which is along the shoreline in the discharge
areas for groundwater) was used to determine the extent of contaminated groundwater at OU3. COC-specific
cleanup goals for groundwater were not used to develop the extent of contaminated groundwater; however, as
long as contaminant concentrations in OU3 (fresh) groundwater exceed maximum contaminant levels (MCLS),
non-zero maximum contaminant level goals (MCLGSs), and maximum exposure guideline (MEGS) in groundwater
monitoring wells at the site, institutional controls will be required to prevent human access or exposure to OU3

(fresh) groundwater.

At Site 9, the concrete vaults and the mercury-contaminated materials contained in the vaults have been
removed and there is no indication that mercury from Site 9 has contaminated the surrounding environmental
media (soil and groundwater). Therefore there are no remaining chemicals of concern or contaminated media

associated with Site 9.

At Site 11 the storage tanks and surrounding soil have been removed. The chemicals detected in the Site 11
soil and groundwater samples reflect JILF contamination in addition to petroleum contamination that may have
originated from spills during filling of the tanks formerly at Site 11. The remaining petroleum contamination in
the soil and groundwater from Site 11 operations is being addressed as part of the JILF (Site 8) because of its

close proximity and similar nature to JILF contamination.

2.6 CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE LAND AND RESOURCE USES

OU3 is covered with grass, pavement, or gravel and is used for limited recreational activities, vehicle
parking, and equipment storage. The Solid Waste Handling Facility (Building 354) is also located within
the boundary of the JILF. The facility is used for consolidating solid waste from PNS before offsite
disposal. Currently, recreational activities include use of the jogging track and fithess stations (within the
track) by Shipyard employees (civilian and military). The frequency and number of people using the
recreational facilities are not monitored. The JILF is not currently used for organized sports or organized
recreational activities. The shoreline along the area is mainly rocky and steeply sloped to the water and
is covered with river water from approximately mid to high tide. Therefore, there is limited access to the
shoreline from those areas. Various types of equipment are stored at the JILF such as empty unused
dumpsters, temporary buildings, and other types of metal structures. Vehicles are used to transport the
equipment to the storage area on the JILF year round. Some portions of the storage area are cleared of
show in the winter around the crane test pad (although the crane test pad will not be located on the JILF once

the remedy for OU3 is completed). Uses of the adjacent area to the landfill include equipment
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storage, hazardous waste transfer facility, residential use (e.g., Building H27), temporary lodging facility, office

facilities, and ambulatory care services.

The future planned use of the JILF is similar to the current uses.

Groundwater at OU3 consists of freshwater that flows into areas of saline/brackish groundwater. Groundwater
at PNS is not used for potable water and future use of groundwater for drinking is an unlikely future use

scenario.

2.7 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

In evaluating site risks, the Navy considered human health and ecological risks as well as potential offshore
impacts from shoreline erosion. For the source control remedy for OU3, site risks for exposure to soil and
groundwater within the JILF boundary are discussed below. The following summarizes the results of the 2000
revised human health risk assessment conducted for OU3 (TtNUS, May 2000a) and the 1992 onshore
ecological risk assessment conducted for PNS (McLaren/Hart, August 1992) related to exposure to soil and
groundwater within the JILF boundary. The 2000 risk assessment was conducted to incorporate updated risk
assessment guidance and new data collected since the initial (1994) risk assessment was conducted (the
PHERE [McLaren/Hart, March 1994]) and the start of the revised risk assessment (in 1999). The results of the
risk assessments were used to identify COCs for OU3 and to develop remedial action objectives for risks
associated with exposure to onshore media. Additional details on the risk assessment for OU3 are provided
in Section 5.0 of the Feasibility Study Report of Operable Unit 3 (TtNUS, November 2000a).

Based on the results of the risk assessments for soil and groundwater within the JILF, actual or threatened
releases of hazardous constituents from the sites in this OU, if not addressed by implementing the response
action selected in this ROD, may present a current or potential threat to public health, welfare, or the

environment.

2.7.1 Human Health Risk

The revised human health risk assessment for OU3 (TtNUS, May 2000a) was performed to characterize the
potential risks to likely human receptors (e.g., workers) under current and future land use incorporating updated
risk assessment guidance and new data collected since the time of the initial 1994 risk assessment. Current

USEPA guidance and CERCLA requirements are considered as well as State of Maine risk guidelines.
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The human health risk assessment follows a 4-step process: (1) contaminant identification that identifies those
hazardous substances which, given the specifics of the site, were chemicals of potential concern (selected
based on toxicity, frequency of detection, etc.); (2) exposure assessment that identified actual or potential
exposure pathways, characterized the potentially exposed populations, and determined the extent of possible
exposure; (3) toxicity assessment that considered the types and magnitude of adverse health effects
associated with exposure to hazardous substances; and (4) risk characterization that integrated the three
earlier steps to summarize the potential and actual risks posed by hazardous substances at the site, including

carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks.

Datafor Site 11 indicate a different source area than Site 8 (although Site 11 contamination could be adequately
addressed as part of Site 8). Therefore, for the revised risk assessment, risks were evaluated for Sites 8 and
9 combined (excluding the JILF Impact Area) and Site 11. Current and future land uses are similar across all
the sites within OU3. Potential human receptors under current land use are occupational workers, construction
workers, and recreational users. Although likely future land use is expected to be the same as current land use,

residents (adults and children) were also evaluated in the revised human health risk assessment.

The exposure routes consider soil ingestion, dermal contact with soil, inhalation of air/dust particulates, and
ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation of volatiles from groundwater (incidental ingestion/dermal contact with
surface waters and sediments were evaluated, but will be addressed as part of OU6). Site 11 is covered with
asphalt and there is no exposure pathway to surface soil; therefore, risks from exposure to surface soils were
not calculated. (Hypothetical construction worker exposure to groundwater and subsurface soils and
hypothetical future resident exposure to groundwater and subsurface soils were evaluated in the Revised OU3
Risk Assessment.) Soil samples collected in the 0 to 2 foot below ground surface were defined as surface soil;

soil samples collected in the 2 to 10 below ground surface interval were defined as subsurface soils.

The results of the revised human health risk assessment for each site area are summarized below.
Carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk estimates are compared to USEPA and State of Maine risk
benchmarks. Carcinogenic risk estimates are generated using the cancer slope factor (CSF), an indicator
of the strength or potency of a carcinogen. USEPA's generally acceptable target risk range under
CERCLA for carcinogenic risk for site-related exposure is to 10 to 10 (i.e., a one-in-1,000,000 to a one-
in-10,000 increased chance of developing cancer over a 70-year lifetime). The State of Maine's risk
guideline is 10® (i.e., a one-in-100,000 increased chance of developing cancer). Non-cancer risk estimates
are presented in terms of a hazard quotient that is defined as the ratio of the chemical intake to an
acceptable dose (referred to as the Reference Dose [RfD]). A hazard index (HI) is generated by adding the

hazard quotients for all chemicals of potential concern that affect the same target organ within
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or across all media to which a given individual may reasonably be exposed. An HI less than one indicates that

adverse non-carcinogenic health effects are not anticipated.

Sites 8/9

Cancer risk estimates for occupational workers exposed to surface soils; recreational users exposed to surface
soils and construction workers hypothetically exposed to soils and groundwater are less than or within the
CERCLA target risk range (1x10°to 1x10#), whereas cancer risk estimates for the hypothetical future residents
exposed to soils and groundwater, exceed the CERCLA target risk range. With the exception of the
construction worker scenario, cancer risk estimates exceeded the State of Maine acceptable risk guideline
(1x10%). Non-carcinogenic risk estimates indicate that adverse noncarcinogenic health effects are possible only
for the hypothetical future residential scenarios. Risks for the hypothetical future resident are primarily
attributable to arsenic in soils and groundwater. (The total HI, an indicator of the potential for non-carcinogenic
health effects, calculated for the construction worker exceeds 1. However, the HI calculated on a target
organ/effect basis does not. Thus, adverse noncarcinogenic health effects are not anticipated for the
construction worker.) The risk drivers identified for Sites 8/9 are arsenic and PAHs. Note, however, these
chemicals were detected in facility (PNS) background soil samples (TtNUS, May 2000c). In fact, arsenic
concentrations in Sites 8/9 soils appear to reflect facility background concentrations. Arsenic was detected
in 53 of 55 soil samples collected in the 0- to 10-foot soil depth interval at Site 8/9 at maximum and arithmetic
mean concentrations of 26.6 mg/kg and 8.6 mg/kg, respectively. Arsenic was detected in facility background
soil samples at maximum and arithmetic mean concentrations of 22.2 mg/kg and 12.8 mg/kg, respectively. The
representative concentrations (i.e., the 95 percent upper confidence on the mean) presented in the Revised OU3
Risk Assessment Report (TtNUS, May 2000a) were 9.97 mg/kg and 14.3 mg/kg for the Site 8/9 and facility
background soil datasets, respectively. Consequently, risk estimates for background arsenic concentrations

would exceed those calculated for the Site 8/9 soils.

A quantitative evaluation of exposure to lead in soil and groundwater was also conducted for Sites 8/9 and
indicated that lead concentrations in surface and subsurface soil only represented a potential risk to a
construction worker based on conservative exposure scenario (i.e., the evaluation assumed a 480 mg/day soil
ingestion rate for a 250-day duration far a pregnant woman). Exposure estimates indicated acceptable lead
concentration levels in soil for other receptors or for the construction worker when the receptor was evaluated
using a more central tendency soil ingestion rate recommended by the USEPA (i.e., 100 mg/day). In addition,
the representative concentration of lead in soil at Sites 8/9 (416 mg/kg — the 95 percent upper confidence limit
on the arithmetic mean) and the arithmetic mean concentration (274 mg/kg) are less than the screening level
of 1,000 mg/kg for industrial sites. Additionally, few lead detections in soils at Sites 8/9 exceed background.

Exposure to lead in groundwater was also evaluated and risks were found to be acceptable.
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Therefore, at Sites 8/9, based on current and likely future land use (occupational workers, recreational users,
and construction workers), unacceptable risks from soil and groundwater exposure are not anticipated (i.e., risk
estimates do not exceed USEPA risk benchmarks). Additionally, risks attributable to lead exposure are
anticipated to be marginal given the "hot spot” nature of the contamination and the conservative nature of the
baseline risk assessment. These results are significant because it is anticipated that current land uses of Sites
8/9 will continue (see Section 2.6 of this ROD). In contrast, a future resident (although unlikely based on Navy
planned landuse) could be at risk from soil and groundwater exposure. However, it is unlikely that the
groundwater resource will ever be used for domestic purposes. Based on the State of Maine risk guideline, only

cancer risk estimates for the construction worker were acceptable.

Site 11

Cancer risk estimates for the construction worker exposed to soils and groundwater are less than or within the
CERCLA target risk range (1x10®to 1x10), whereas the cancer risks estimates for the hypothetical future
residents exposed to groundwater exceed the CERCLA target risk range. For both exposure scenarios, cancer
risk estimates exceeded the State of Maine acceptable risk guideline (1x10°%). Non-carcinogenic risk estimates
indicate that adverse non-carcinogenic health effects are possible under the hypothetical future residential
scenario. The risk driver identified for Site 11 was arsenic (in groundwater). However, arsenic was detected at

a concentration similar to the facility (PNS) background concentration (TtNUS, May 2000c).

A quantitative evaluation of exposure to lead in soil was also conducted for Site 11 and indicated that lead
concentrations in surface and subsurface soil only represented a potential risk to a construction worker based
on conservative exposure scenario (i.e., the evaluation assumed a 480 mg/day soil ingestion rate for a 250-day
duration for a pregnant woman). Exposure estimates indicated acceptable lead concentration levels in soil for
other receptors or for the construction worker when the receptor was evaluated using a more central tendency
soil ingestion rate recommended by the USEPA (i.e., 100 mg/day). Additionally, few lead detections at Site
11 exceed 400 mg/kg, the USEPA action level assuming residential land use. The representative concentration
of lead in soil at Site 11 (598 mg/kg — the 95 percent upper confidence limit on the arithmetic mean) and the
arithmetic mean concentration (184 mg/kg) are less than the screening level of 1,000 mg/kg for industrial sites.
Furthermore, reported lead concentrations (the maximum concentration is 899 mg/kg) are similar (i.e., within

the same order of magnitude) to background concentrations.

Therefore at Site 11, based on current and likely future land use (construction worker) unacceptable cancer and

noncancer risks from soil and groundwater exposure are not anticipated) when risk estimates
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are compared to USEPA risk benchmarks. However, based on the State of Maine risk guideline, unacceptable
cancer risks are anticipated under both current and future land use scenarios. Risks attributable to lead
exposure are anticipated to be marginal given the "hot spot" nature of the contamination and the conservative
nature of the baseline risk assessment. These results are significant because it is anticipated that current land
uses of Site 11 will continue (see Section 2.6 of this ROD). In contrast, a future resident (although unlikely
based on Navy planned land use) could be at risk from soil and groundwater exposure. It is unlikely that the
groundwater resource will ever be utilized for domestic purposes.

2.7.2 Ecological Risk

An onshore ecological risk assessment was conducted at PNS in 1992 (McLaren/Hart, August 1992) that
included an assessment of the ecological risks at the JILF. The objectives of the risk assessment as related
to the JILF were to survey and characterize, in terms of composition and abundance, the terrestrial and avian
biota; sample and analyze tissue of biota for types of contaminants potentially related to site activities and
disposal practices; and compare media and biota concentrations of contaminants of concern to identify
pathways of exposure and bioaccumulation and to qualitatively evaluate potential risks to ecological receptors.
Specific activities conducted as part of the risk assessment include vegetation population survey, vegetation
tissue sampling, small mammal population survey, rodent tissue sampling, and bird population survey. The
assessment concluded that the ecological habitat and communities present were representative of disturbed
settings. The vegetation observed at the JILF did not appear to be stressed and was considered representative
of that typically found in a natural field in primary succession. In summary, no onshore ecological risks were
attributed to the site.

A mechanism by which contaminants could migrate into the offshore environment is by the erosion of the landfill
wastes by the tidal action of the Piscataqua River. These contaminants could either dissolve in the river water
or be deposited as sediments near the shore. Existing shoreline erosion controls at OU3 (along a portion of
Clark Cove) that were constructed during dredge spoil deposition have not been investigated, but appear to be
in good condition. However, long-term maintenance of erosion controls is necessary to ensure the controls
(existing or any additional) remain effective in the future.

2.7.3 Chemicals Of Concern

OU3 media (soilffill material and groundwater) were evaluated for onshore exposure (human health and
ecological). COCs are chemicals that pose a potential threat to human health or the environment and need to
be addressed through a CERCLA response action. Risks were acceptable for human exposure to
brackish/saline groundwater at OU3 (based on construction worker exposure scenario); therefore, no COCs

were identified for brackish/saline groundwater for source control. Onshore ecological risks were
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acceptable; therefore, no COCs were identified for onshore ecological exposure. The following provides a
discussion of the selection of the COCs for soil and fresh groundwater within the JILF boundary. Table 2-1
(provided at the end of Section 2.0) provides a summary of the risks (based on reasonable maximum exposure
[RME] assumptions) for receptors exposed to soil and fresh groundwater with total cancer risk estimates within
or greater than the CERCLA target risk range or noncancer risks greater than 1. The risk estimates far the
COCs are also provided in this table. Table 2-2 provides a summary of the COC concentrations and exposure
point concentrations (EPC) in soil and fresh groundwater at OU3 (provided at the end of Section 2.0). Table 2-3
provides the cancer and noncancer toxicity data summary (i.e., cancer slope factors and reference doses) for
the COCs (provided at the end of Section 2.0).

Soils

For human health, the Revised OU3 Risk Assessment (TtNUS, May 2000a) was used to identify risk drivers.
The onshore ecological risk assessment for the JILF indicated that no onshore ecological risks were attributed
to the site. Therefore, COCs for soil were only identified based on human health risk drivers. The risk
assessment results for the RME (see Table 2-1) were used to determine the COCs. Chemicals that had an
individual Incremental Lifetime Cancer Risk (ILCR) greater than 1x10°® and representative concentrations greater
than facility background were identified as COCs for any exposure scenario that posed a total ILCR greater than
1x10“and/or 1x105. No COCs were identified if the total ILCR for an exposure scenario did not exceed 1x1075,
For noncancer risks, the Hls were evaluated. For each exposure scenario with a total HI greater than 1,
chemicals with individual HI greater than 1 and representative concentration greater than facility background
were identified as COCs. In addition, chemicals with the same target organ and with an individual HI greater
than 0.2 were also summed and evaluated for exceedances of 1; however, no COCs were identified based on
this target organ evaluation. For lead, modeling (using lead risk models) was conducted to identify whether lead
is a COC.

Based on the, chemicals evaluated in the Revised OU3 Risk Assessment, only arsenic at Site 8/9 was not
identified as a soil COC, because the representative concentrations (9.97 mg/kg for surface soil and 9.63 mg/kg

for surface and subsurface soils) were below facility background (14.3 mg/kg).
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The following table summarizes the identification of human health soil COCs based on RME:

Site Name/ Soil COCs
Exposure Scenario COCs for COCs for COCs Lead
Total Total for
ILCR > 1x10° ILCR > 1x10* HI>1.0
Site 8/9 PAHs PAHs None No

Hypothetical Future Resident
(Surface Soil)

Site 8/9 None None None Yes
Construction Worker (Surface and
Subsurface Soil)

Site 8/9 PAHs None None No
Occupational Worker (Surface
Soil)

Site 8/9 PAHs None None No
Recreational User (Surface Soil)
Site 11 PAHSs, Arsenic None None Yes
Construction Worker (Subsurface
Soil)

Notes: PAHSs include Benzo(a)anthracene, Benzo(a)pyrene, Benzo(b)fluoranthene,
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, and/or Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene (see Table 2-1 for the specific PAHs for each
receptor).

Soil from Site 8/9 and Site 11 can be addressed together for remedial activities; therefore, the soil COCs
identified for Site 8/9 and Site 11 were combined to develop the list of soil COCs for OU3. The following is the
list of soil COCs:

* Benzo(a)anthracene

* Benzo(a)pyrene

« Benzo(b)fluoranthene

o Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene

e Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene

» Arsenic
e Lead
Groundwater

For human health exposure to groundwater, the Revised OU3 Risk Assessment (TtNUS, May 2000a) was
used to identify risk drivers for the receptors discussed in the risk assessment. For cancer risks, each
exposure scenario with total ILCR greater than 1x10* and/or 1x10° the chemicals with individual ILCR
greater than 1x10° and representative concentrations greater than facility background were identified as

COCs. For noncancer risks, the HIs were evaluated. For each exposure scenario with a total HI greater
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than 1, chemicals with individual HI greater than 1 and representative concentrations greater than facility
background were identified as COCs. In addition, chemicals with the same target organ and with individual HI
greater than 0.2 were also summed and evaluated for exceedances of 1; however, no COCs were identified
based on this target organ evaluation. For lead, modeling was conducted using the IEUBK to identify whether
lead is a COC. For fresh groundwater only, chemicals with representative concentrations greater than MCLs
or MEGs that also exceeded facility background were selected as COCs (only aluminum and manganese were
not included because concentrations were less than facility background). Note that MCLs/MEGs are not
relevant and appropriate chemical-specific requirements for OU3, but are relevant and appropriate action-specific

requirements.

The following table summarizes the identification of human health groundwater COCs based on RME and

MCL/MEG exceedances:

Site Name/ Groundwater COCs
Exposure Scenario COCs for Total COCs for Total COCs COC> MCLs
ILCR > 1x10°® ILCR > 1x10* for or MEGs
HI>1.0

SITE 8/9 Arsenic, Arsenic, Arsenic
Hypothetical Future Resident 1,4-dichlorobenz | 1,4-dichlorobenz
(freshwater groundwater) ene, benzene ene, benzene
Site 8/9 None None None Antimony,
Construction Worker (shallow Arsenic,
groundwater) Cadmium,
Site 11 Arsenic Arsenic Arsenic Lead, Nickel,
Hypothetical Future Resident and Thallium
(freshwater groundwater)
Site 11 None None None
Construction Worker (shallow
groundwater)

The groundwater at OU3 can be addressed as a whole; therefore, the groundwater human health COCs for Site
8/9 and Site 11 were combined to develop the list of fresh groundwater COCs. Because 1,4-dichlorobenzene
was not detected at concentrations exceeding MCLs or MEGSs, it was not included as a groundwater COG.
Only fresh groundwater COCs are identified for human health because risks for exposure to fresh groundwater
exceeded 1x10°%/1x10* for carcinogenic risk or a HI of 1 for non-carcinogenic risk. Risks for exposure for
construction worker to all shallow groundwater (including fresh, brackish and saline) were less than the State

of Maine risk guidelines of 1 x10°® for carcinogenic risk or a HI of 1 for non-carcinogenic risk.

Fresh groundwater COCs for OU3 are:
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« Benzene
e Antimony

» Arsenic

« Cadmium
* Lead

«  Nickel

e Thallium

2.8 REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) are medium-specific goals that define the objectives of the remedial action
and are based on the contaminants, the affected environmental media, the pathways of exposure to potential
receptors, and acceptable contamination concentrations. Based on the analysis of these factors (discussed

in the preceding sections), RAOs are determined.

The following are the RAOSs, as provided in the Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit 3 (TtNUS, November
2000a), that address exposure to materials within the JILF boundary (OU3) based on risks to potential receptors

(human and ecological):

1. Prevent human exposure through ingestion, dust inhalation, and dermal contact to contaminated soils

and/or waste within the landfill at unacceptable levels.

2. Prevent human exposure through ingestion of contaminated groundwater at unacceptable levels.

3. Prevent erosion of contaminated soils and/or waste on the edge of the landfill to the Piscataqua River

or the Back Channel.

4, Provide for JILF's current and future uses (organized and unorganized sports, equipment storage, and

parking) while providing sufficient protection of human health and the environment.

The unacceptable levels identified in RAO 1 and 2 are based on the revised human health risk
assessment for OU3. To meet CERCLA (and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan [NCP]) requirements for remedial activities, carcinogenic risk estimates less than or
within a target risk range of 10°® to 10°* and non-carcinogenic risk estimates less than an HI of 1 are
considered acceptable. Therefore, for determining whether RAO 1 is being met, carcinogenic and non-
carcinogenic risk estimates exceeding 10 and 1, respectively, are unacceptable. Based on current and

likely future land use (occupational workers, recreational users, and construction workers), risks are
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acceptable. Although the non-carcinogenic risk estimate for the construction worker marginally exceeded one
(1.3to 1.4), Hl calculated on a target organ/effect basis does not. Also, arsenic was identified as the major risk
driver, but arsenic concentrations appear to reflect facility background concentrations. Risk estimates for the
hypothetical future resident exceeded acceptable levels. However, this scenario is unlikely based on PNS’
current and future plans for use of land at OU3. In addition, risks for future residents included risks for using
OU3 groundwater for drinking water. This is also highly unlikely because portions of groundwater at OU3 are
brackish or saline and the areas with fresh water discharge to saline/brackish groundwater. Remediation of
groundwater to drinking water levels would not be necessary for groundwater at OU3 because (1) OU3
groundwater is not currently used for drinking water, (2) PNS currently receives drinking water from an offsite
public water system, and (3) it is unlikely that OU3 groundwater would be used for drinking in the future.

Therefore, active remediation of OU3 groundwater is not necessary to meet RAO 2.

The State of Maine acceptable risk guideline is also considered in evaluating the degree to which an alternative
meets RAOs 1 and 2. Based on the State of Maine guideline, carcinogenic risk estimates less than 10 are
considered acceptable. For non-carcinogenic risks, an HI of one is also used by the State of Maine. Estimated

risks for current and future land use exceed State of Maine acceptable risk guidelines (for all receptors).

RAO 3 addresses the concern that the landfill is exposed to the tidal action of the Piscataqua River, and

consequently, potential exists for erosion of the waste/fill material along the shoreline of OU3.

RAO 4 is required to ensure remedial alternatives for OU3 (within the boundary of the JILF) will consider the
current and planned future land uses, while still meeting the other RAOs. Currently OU3 is used for industrial
(vehicle parking and equipment storage) and limited recreational purposes. PNS plans to continue to use OU3
for these purposes in the future, including development of additional parking areas, where possible. PNS does

not plan to use OU3 for any form of housing or lodging or any childcare or pre-school.

2.9 DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES

Under its legal authorities, Navy's primary responsibility at Superfund sites on or emanating from Navy
property is to undertake remedial actions that are protective of human health and the environment. In
addition, Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several other statutory requirements and preferences,
including: a requirement that Navy's remedial action, when complete, must comply with all federal and
more stringent state environmental and facility siting standards, requirements, criteria, or limitations,
unless a waiver is invoked; a requirement that the Navy select a remedial action that is cost effective and

that utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery
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technologies to the maximum extent practicable; and a preference for remedies in which treatment which
permanently and significantly reduces the volume, toxicity, or mobility of the hazardous substances is a
principal element over remedies not involving such treatment. Response alternatives were developed to be

consistent with these congressional mandates.

CERCLA and the NCP set forth the process by which remedial actions are evaluated and selected. In
accordance with these requirements, a range of alternatives was developed to meet the RAOs for OU3. With
respect to source control (OU3), the Feasibility Study developed a range of alternatives including an alternative
that removes or destroys hazardous substances to the maximum extent feasible, eliminating or minimizing to
the degree possible the need for long- term management. This range also included alternatives that treat the
principal threats posed by the site but vary in the degree of treatment employed and the quantities and
characteristics of the treatment residuals and untreated waste that must be managed; alternative(s) that involve
little or no treatment but provide protection through engineering or institutional controls; and a no action

alternative.

As discussed in Section 7.0 of the Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit 3 (TtNUS, November 2000a), soil
and groundwater technology options were identified, assessed, and screened based on implementability,
effectiveness, and cost. The retained technologies were combined into seven alternatives. An initial screening
of the alternatives was conducted to narrow the number of potential remedial actions for further detailed
analysis. Each alternative was then evaluated in detail in Section 8.0 of the Feasibility Study for Operable Unit
3.

The Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit 3 was finalized without reflecting the separation of OU3 (source
control) and OU6 (management of migration). Of the seven alternatives developed in the Feasibility Study, five
were retained for further evaluation in the detailed analysis. Of the five alternatives, four are source control
alternatives and one is a management of migration alternative. The four source control alternatives are described

in the next section.

2.10 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

A summary of the remedial action alternatives for OU3 presented below is based on the description of
alternatives in the Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit 3, with consideration of the separation of OU3 and
0OuU6G, as well as the PRAP for OU3. The Navy's selected remedy for OU3 is Alternative 3 (which is described

in more detail in Section 2.12.
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Alternative 1. No Action

» No remedial action or monitoring would be performed and no institutional controls would be implemented
under this alternative. Current land use would continue. This alternative is presented only as a baseline for

comparison with other remedial action alternatives as required by the NCP.

Alternative 2: Institutional Controls, Erosion Controls, and Monitoring

« Institutional controls to restrict land and fresh water groundwater uses at the JILF to prevent unacceptable
human exposure to the contaminants. The restrictions would be recorded on installation maps, master
plans, real estate records, and Geographical Information System (GIS). Periodic record searches and/or
site visits would be conducted to ensure that the restrictions are being imposed. The restrictions would
allow for current land use (limited recreational activities, vehicle parking, and equipment storage) to
continue. If the property were ever transferred out of federal ownership, the Navy would retain ultimate

responsibility for ensuring that the restrictions continued to be in place and effective.

«  Monitoring of site media (e.g., groundwater) to assess the effectiveness of the alternative over the long term.
The environmental monitoring program would be developed and documented in a monitoring plan, which
would be submitted for review and comment before implementation. Installation of additional groundwater
monitoring wells would also be conducted as necessary to provide adequate monitoring points for
groundwater. The monitoring data would be used to develop trends in concentrations to indicate whether
OU3 is a continued source of contaminants and whether additional action is necessary. Evaluation of the

data would occur at least every five years.

» Shoreline erosion controls, including rip-rap and/or wetlands placed along the shoreline, to minimize the
potential for washing away of waste materials from the edge of the JILF. The details of the locations,
extents, materials of construction, etc., would be determined in the design based on results of a pre-design

investigation.
» Estimated costs include:
» capital costs (costs for construction) of $2,127,000
» annual operating costs of $55,000 the first year (for wetland maintenance), plus $88,000 per year (for

sampling and analysis) plus $12,000 every 5 years (for site review)

e present-worth costs (30-year based on a 7% discount rate) of $3,342,000
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This alternative would not reduce the infiltration of water through the landfill material because a cover is not
included as part of this alternative. The major applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS)
associated with this remedy relate to consideration of the potential impact to the offshore environment
(Piscataqua River and nesting birds) during implementation of the remedial action (e.g., construction of erosion
controls). Completion of this alternative following remedial design is expected to take approximately 6 months.

Long-term monitoring would be conducted for at least 30 years.

Alternative 3: Cover with Composite Liner and Enhanced Drainage Layer, Institutional Controls,

Erosion Control, and Monitoring

» Institutional controls, monitoring, and shoreline erosion controls as provided under Alternative 2.

« A multiple layer cover over the landfill surface that would prevent receptors on the surface from coming in
contact with contaminated soil and/or waste and minimize infiltration of water through the cover to the
landfill material. Cover components include an enhanced drainage layer and a barrier layer over the landfill

material:

« Enhanced Drainage Layer: A drainage layer with a high-flow capacity that would allow water to more
efficiently drain away from the landfill than a standard cap drainage layer (e.g., as included in

Alternative 4).

» Barrier Layer: A composite liner under the drainage layer that includes a combination of a synthetic

liner and a soil with low permeability to minimize infiltration of any water that does not drain away from

the landfill through the barrier layer to underlying landfill material.

The cover would be constructed to meet the RCRA hazardous waste landfill closure and post-closure
requirements and the Maine Hazardous Waste Management Rules provisions pertaining to hazardous
waste landfill covers, as well as other ARARSs. The specific cover components would be determined in the

cover design based on a pre-design investigation, as necessary.

« Estimated costs include:

» capital costs (costs for construction) of $10,198,000

» annual operating costs of $55,000 the first year (for wetland maintenance), plus $88,000 per year (for
sampling and analysis) plus $8,000 per year (soil cap and asphalt maintenance), $70,000 every 5

years (for pavement repairs and site review), plus $167,000 every 10 years (for repavement)
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e present-worth costs (30-year based on a 7% discount rate) of $11,676,000

Following completion of the remedial design, actual field work is expected to take 12 months. Monitoring and

cover maintenance activities are assumed to occur for at least 30 years.

Alternative 4: Cover with Composite Liner and Enhanced Barrier Layer, Institutional Controls, Erosion

Control, and Monitoring

« Institutional controls, monitoring, and shoreline erosion controls as provided under Alternative 2.

« A multiple layer cover over the landfill surface similar to that of Alternative 3 in function, i.e., it would prevent
receptors on the surface from coming in contact with contaminated soil and/or waste and minimize
infiltration of water through the cover to the landfill material. Cover components include a drainage layer and

an enhanced barrier layer over the landfill material:

» Drainage Layer: A drainage layer that would allow water to drain away from the landfill.

« Enhanced Barrier Layer: A composite liner under the drainage layer that includes a combination of a
synthetic liner and a soil with very low permeability to minimize infiltration of any water that does not
drain away from the landfill through the barrier layer to underlying landfill material. This layer is less

permeable than the barrier layer provided in Alternative 3.

The cover would be constructed to meet the RCRA hazardous waste landfill closure and post-closure
requirements and the Maine Hazardous Waste Management Rules provisions pertaining to hazardous
waste landfill covers, as well as other ARARs. The specific cover components would be determined in the

cover design based on a pre-design investigation, as necessary.

o Estimated costs include:

» capital costs (costs for construction) of $13,022,000

» annual operating costs of $55,000 the first year (for wetland maintenance), plus $88,000 per year (for
sampling and analysis) plus $8,000 per year (soil cap and asphalt maintenance), $70,000 every 5

years (for pavement repairs and site review), plus $167,000 every 10 years (for repavement)

e present-worth costs (30-year based on a 7% discount rate) of $14,499,000
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Following completion of the remedial design, actual field work is expected to take 12 months. Monitoring and

cover maintenance activities are assumed to occur for at least 30 years.

2.11 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA presents several factors that, at a minimum, are required in evaluating
alternatives. Building upon these specific statutory mandates, the NCP articulates nine evaluation criteria to
be used in assessing the individual remedial alternatives. The alternatives were compared in detail using the
threshold and balancing criteria in the Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit 3 (TtNUS, November 2000a).
The modifying criteria are addressed as part of this ROD. The comparative analysis for the alternatives is

summarized in Table 2-4. The following is a summary of the criteria followed by a summary of the analysis.

Threshold Criteria

The two threshold criteria described below must be met for an alternative to be eligible for selection in

accordance with the NCP:

1. Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether a remedy provides
adequate protection and describes how risks posed through each pathway are eliminated, reduced,

or controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or institutional controls.

2. Compliance with ARARs addresses whether a remedy will meet all federal environmental and more

stringent State environmental and facility siting standards, requirements, criteria or limitations, unless

a waiver is invoked.

Balancing Criteria

The next five criteria are used to compare and evaluate the elements of one alternative to another that meet the

threshold criteria:
3. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment addresses the degree to which

alternatives use recycling or treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume, including how

treatment is used to address the principal threats posed by the site.
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4, Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to achieve protection and any adverse
impacts on human health and the environment that may be posed during the construction and

implementation period, until cleanup goals are achieved.
5. Long-term effectiveness and permanence addresses the criteria that are used to assess
alternatives for the long-term effectiveness and permanence they afford, along with the degree of

certainty that they will prove successful.

6. Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy including the

availability of materials and services needed to implement a particular option.

7. Cost includes estimated capital and operation and maintenance costs, as well as present-worth costs.

Modifying Criteria

Modifying criteria are used as the final evaluation of remedial alternatives and are generally evaluated after the

public comment period on the PRAP.

8. State acceptance addresses the State's position and key concerns related to the preferred alternative

and other alternatives, and the State's comments on ARARSs or the proposed use of waivers.

9. Community acceptance addresses the public's general response to the alternatives described in the

PRAP and Feasibility Study report.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment:

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would provide adequate protection to human health and the environment with the least
amount of potential for short-term risks associated with excavation. Because there is no action to address site
risks under Alternative 1, this alternative would not provide adequate protection of human health and the

environment.

Alternative 2 may not be adequately protective of human health according to the State of Maine Risk
Guideline; however, because there would be fewer short-term risks to workers compared to Alternatives 3
and 4, these three alternatives offer similar overall protection of human health. Alternatives 3 and 4
would pose increasing potential for threats to worker safety because of the extent of excavation of fill material

required as part of cap construction. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would achieve the primary RAO of
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prevention of human exposure through administrative controls (under Alternative 2) or by using physical barriers
and administrative controls (under Alternatives 3 and 4). Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 offer a similar level of
protectiveness by preventing exposure to contaminated soil and groundwater. The reasonable land use scenario
in the foreseeable future for OU3 would be continued PNS use with enforcement of restrictions on the use of
the land and therefore, Alternative 2 can be expected to be equally effective in the long term as Alternatives 3

and 4 in protecting human health.

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are. expected to be similar in protectiveness of the environment because the

components to address the primary RAO related to the environment are the same; i.e., erosion controls.

Compliance with ARARSs:

ARARs analysis is not applicable to Alternative 1 (No Action). All of the other alternatives comply with ARARSs.
Alternative 2 does not include a cover; therefore, under CERCLA, capping regulations are not ARARS.
Alternatives 3 and 4 include covers that would be constructed to meet the RCRA hazardous waste landfill
closure and post-closure requirements and the Maine Hazardous Waste Management Rules provisions

pertaining to hazardous waste landfill covers, as well as other ARARSs.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment:

No alternative would reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminated soil or groundwater because no
treatment would occur.

Short-term Effectiveness:

Short-term effectiveness is not applicable to Alternative 1 because no action would be conducted under this
alternative. The potential for exposure to contaminants and jeopardy to worker safety would be the least in
Alternative 2 and increase for Alternatives 3 and 4 as the alternatives include more construction activities/soil
excavation. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 have similar short-term effectiveness concerns with regard to construction
of erosion controls. Alternative 2 would include no additional potential for worker or community exposure to
contaminants, unlike Alternatives 3 and 4, where excavation/grading of the contaminated soil/fill material would
be involved. Alternative 4 may include deeper excavation for grading purposes than Alternative 3. Also,
Alternative 4 may include on-site amendment of the on-site soil to meet permeability requirements for the barrier

layer soil.

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence:

Alternative 1 would not be effective in the long term and does not offer a permanent remedy. Alternatives 2, 3,
and 4 offer a moderate level of long-term effectiveness because the wastes would
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remain in place. These alternatives depend on the evaluation of monitoring data to determine whether the
remedy remains effective and whether additional controls or actions may be necessary to be protective of
human health and the environment over the long term. Alternative 2 relies on institutional controls to prevent
potential access to site contaminants, but does not provide a barrier against infiltration of rainfall through the
landfill wastes. Alternatives 3 and 4 provide a cover (along with institutional controls) as a physical barrier
against potential access to site contaminants and as a barrier against infiltration of rainfall through the landfill
wastes. The cover with institutional controls provides a more permanent remedy than institutional controls

alone.

Implementability:

All the alternatives are implementable and the ease of implementability decreases as the alternatives include
more construction/excavation activities. Alternative 1 would be the easiest to implement because no action
would be conducted. All components of Alternative 2 are included in Alternatives 3 and 4 (institutional controls,
erosion controls, and monitoring); however, Alternatives 3 and 4 have the additional concerns related to
installation of a cover. Therefore, Alternative 2 is easier to implement than Alternatives 3 and 4. In general,
Alternative 4 would likely be more difficult to implement than Alternative 3 because Alternative 4 includes a lower
permeability soil (for the barrier soil layer) than Alternative 3, which may not be readily available. However, use
of onsite soil amendment to meet the barrier soil requirements may be possible to provide soil of the appropriate

permeability.

Cost:

No costs are associated with Alternative 1 because no action would be conducted. Alternatives 3 and 4 include
all components of Alternative 2 with the addition of a cover; therefore, the costs for Alternative 2 are lower than
Alternatives 3 and 4. The costs for Alternative 4 are based on a more expensive combination of cover
components and depending on the specifications for the specific components of the cover layers for Alternative

4, the costs may be less than estimated, but would be greater than Alternative 3 costs.

State Acceptance:

Alternatives 1 and 2 are not acceptable to the MEDEP because these alternatives do not include a hazardous
waste landfill cover for the JILF. Alternatives 3 and 4 are similar in their general components and both include

a hazardous waste landfill cover for the JILF; therefore, both meet MEDEP's requirement for capping. The
MEDEP concurs with the selection of Alternative 3 for OU3.
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Community Acceptance:

The public comment period for the PRAP for OU3 was held from January 31, 2001 through March 1, 2001. The
community does not support Alternatives 1 and 2 because they do not include a landfill cover. The community
supports covering the JILF with a hazardous waste landfill cover (as proposed in Alternative 3 or 4), but indicated
a preference to address management of migration of groundwater from the JILF to the offshore concurrently with
capping of the JILF. Specifically, comments were received from 30 community members, 2 organizations (Clean
Water Action and SAPL), and the City of Portsmouth. The majority of comments indicated concerns with the
separation of the source control (OU3) remedy from the management of migration (OU6) remedy and the need
for a cut-off barrier in addition to the landfill cover to protect human health and the environment. In addition, four
comments indicated a preference for complete removal of the landfill and one comment indicated a preference

for no action (Alternative 1).

Public concerns raised during the public comment period are discussed in the Responsiveness Summary
(Section 3.0 of this ROD).

2.12  SELECTED REMEDY

The selected remedy for source control for the JILF (OU3) includes a hazardous waste landfill cover, institutional
controls, shoreline erosion controls, and monitoring (Alternative 3). Inspection and maintenance activities and

5-year site reviews are also included as part of the remedy.

The selected remedy would address the current and future potential threats to human health and the
environment by providing a cover to prevent human exposure to landfill materials and to minimize infiltration of
rainfall through the landfill material to groundwater, by using institutional controls to prevent use of site
groundwater for drinking and prevent land use that is not compatible with the cover, by providing shoreline
erosion controls to prevent erosion of landfill material from the edge of the landfill, and by monitoring site media
to assess the effectiveness of the remedy and determine the need for additional action, if warranted, based on
the monitoring results. Institutional controls will also be used to prevent unrestricted disturbance of the
hazardous waste landfill cover, shoreline erosion controls, and buildings and structures within the boundary of
the JILF. Routine inspections and maintenance of the cover, erosion controls, and institutional controls will be
conducted to ensure that once implemented, the remedy remains effective over the long term. The inspection
and maintenance activities will also include verification activities to determine whether the buildings and
structures with the JILF boundary are still in place. Five-year site reviews will be conducted to confirm that

remedial action objectives are being achieved.
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The selected remedy will meet ARARs and meets the MEDEP's requirement that the JILF be covered with a
hazardous waste landfill cover. The ARARs are listed in Appendix C. In addition, the selected remedy provides
the best balance of effectiveness, implementability, and costs, and it provides a permanent solution to the

maximum extent practicable to address the landfill materials within the JILF.

The following provides a conceptual description of the remedy. The specific details for the remedy will be
developed as part of the remedial design, which will be submitted for review and comment by the USEPA,
MEDEP, and RAB. Pre-design evaluation/investigation will be conducted to support the remedial design as

discussed below.

The cover will be constructed to meet RCRA Subtitle C requirements and Maine Hazardous Waste
Management Rules using the Maine Solid Waste Management Regulation requirements for non-secure landfills
as to-be-considered (TBC) criteria. The cover with composite liner and enhanced drainage layer will consist of
a surface erosion protection layer over a "high-flow capacity” geocomposite (geonet with geotextile bonded to
both sides) drainage layer over a composite liner. The composite liner will consist of a low-density polyethylene
(LDPE) geomembrane over a layer of barrier soil. A vegetated surface erosion protection layer (consisting of
top soil with vegetation over common fill) will be considered mainly for portions of the JILF that are currently
vegetated (particularly within the running track area). An asphalt surface erosion protection layer (consisting
of asphalt, gravel, and common fill) will be considered, mainly for areas currently covered with asphalt or gravel.
The two covers differ in the surface erosion protection layers to meet the RAO of future land use. The
approximate location of the areas to be covered is shown on Figure 2-6 and the conceptual cross-sections of
the proposed covers with a composite liner and enhanced drainage layer are shown on Figure 2-7. An area of
approximately 62,000 square feet (1.4 acres) is occupied by buildings and other structures related to industrial

activity that will not be covered.

As a conservative measure, it is anticipated that the cover will include passive gas vents that will be placed at
selected high elevation points. The vertical component of each vent will extend down through the fill to the
low-tide groundwater elevation, and would be perforated below the barrier layer. A venting layer has not been
provided because based on available information, minimal quantities of putrescible (decomposable) wastes have
been deposited in the landfill, and therefore, the potential for gas formation from waste degradation is expected
to be minimal. However, the specific design of any gas management system will be determined during the

remedial design based on results of a landfill gas survey.

It is expected that the existing fill material can be excavated and spread to the extent necessary to meet the
slope requirements. A 2 foot thick clay layer may exist at the site as part of a cover that was constructed over

the area of the running track in 1979 when dredge spoils were deposited there. Some
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portions or all of this clay and other low permeability soil material that may be present at OU3, if found to be
free of debris, could be used as part of the barrier soil layer in the proposed cap. Note that USEPA Region |
allows the use of a reinforced geosynthetic clay liner (GCL) as an alternative for the barrier soil (for caps with
slopes that are less than 15 percent). The specific slope requirements will be determined as part of the cover

design based on the results of the pre-design investigation.

It is assumed that Parker Avenue itself will not be covered. Approximately 13,750 square feet (a length of
approximately 550 feet, greater than a width of 25 feet) of Parker Avenue lies within OU3. This road was built
(as a causeway) before industrial landfilling operations began (around 1941); therefore, it is assumed that the

surface and subsurface soil do not contain waste material.

Institutional controls to restrict future site usage will be implemented and shoreline erosion control construction
will be conducted. Restrictions on land and groundwater uses will be implemented and monitoring will be
conducted. The land use restrictions will be incorporated into the Navy's Base Master Plan or other similar
document. If the landfill property was ever transferred out of Federal ownership, the United States will impose
appropriate enforceable land use restrictions through the inclusion of appropriate restrictions (e.g., restrictive
covenants and/or easements) in all deeds or other transfer documents relating to that property. In the event of
such transfer, the Navy will retain ultimate responsibility for ensuring that the restrictions continued to be in
place and effective and protective of human health and the environment. Installation maps, master plans, real
estate records, and GIS will be used to record the nature and location of the restrictions. Periodic record
searches and/or site visits will be conducted to ensure that the restrictions are being imposed. In addition,

5-year reviews will be required because waste will be left in place.

Monitoring will be required to evaluate the effectiveness of this remedy. The environmental monitoring program
for OU3 will be developed using the data quality objectives process and the monitoring program will outline the
data required, the samples and analysis to be conducted, data evaluation methods, and decisions to be made
based on the evaluation. The Navy will use the results of the investigations at the JILF (e.g., chemicals
detected, geological/hydrogeological conditions) to identify the data quality objectives for the monitoring
program for OU3. The monitoring program will be provided in a monitoring plan that will be reviewed by the

USEPA, MEDEP, and RAB and the plan will be finalized in accordance with the FFA.

Shoreline erosion control will be constructed to prevent the erosion of waste materials at the edge of the JILF
and subsequent release of contaminants into the river. Approximately 1,500 feet of shoreline along Clark Cove
and Jamaica Cove, as shown on Figure 2-7, will be stabilized. It is likely that portions of the JILF shoreline have

already been stabilized during dredge spoils placement in 1979, and these portions
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may not need to be stabilized further. The available information on the shoreline is inadequate to provide a
complete understanding of the current stability of the shoreline. The exact extent of the shoreline that would
need to be stabilized will be determined at the time of a pre-design investigation. However, for the purposes of
conceptual design (provided in the Feasibility Study for Operable Unit 3), sections of the shoreline along Clark
Cove and Jamaica Cove were assumed to require erosion controls. The design will consider using rip-rap alone,
rip-rap in combination with wetlands, and/or wetland alone for the shoreline along OU3. Riprap is expected to
be an effective method of shoreline protection for the long term. Wetlands construction (e.g., salt marshes) is
a less commonly used method of erosion controls, and consequently its long-term effectiveness and
permanence are less certain. Based on inspections, maintenance or modifications may or may not be
necessary for successful long-term performance of the wetlands. The specific design for the erosion controls
will be developed based on pre-design investigation/evaluation and the design will be provided to the USEPA,

MEDEP, and RAB for review.

Details of the locations, extents, materials of construction, etc., would need to be determined based on results
of a pre-design investigation and documented in the design report. The scope of this pre-design investigation
should include geotechnical testing, a study of the tidal energy and hydraulics, a detailed survey of the

shoreline, and a focused bathymetric investigation.

During remedial activities proper operating procedures will be necessary so that there would be little to no effect
on the community, workers, or the environment. Air monitoring will be conducted so that fugitive emissions,
particulate, and volatile (not expected) emissions would be at acceptable levels for ambient air and workers.
In addition, Occupational and Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations will be followed and a health
and safety plan will be developed for all site work so that workers would be adequately protected from exposure
through the use of gloves, boots, cartridge respirators, etc. as necessary. Proper run-on and run-off controls
will be implemented during all remedial activities to minimize run-off contamination. An erosion and sediment

control plan will be developed before implementation of this alternative.

Remedial activities that might disturb the nesting birds on Clark’s Island will not be performed near the island

between April 1 and August 15 to protect nesting birds.

Following completion of the remedial design, actual field work was estimated in the Feasibility Study Report
for Operable Unit 3 to take 12 continuous months. This estimation does not take into account actual
construction periods and shut down/start up of construction activities related to weather conditions (particularly
for winters in the State of Maine). Actual construction is expected to take three construction periods (or
approximately 36 months). Monitoring and cover maintenance activities are assumed to occur over 30 years

for cost estimation purposes.
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The most significant costs associated with the capping component of this alternative are grading, natural
materials, and geosynthetics. On-site soil (the clay layer in the area within the running track) is assumed to
be adequate to meet the permeability requirements of the barrier soil. The suitability of these soils for use in
the barrier layer will be determined in the design based on the pre-design investigation results. Local availability
of soil and gravel is assumed for the final grading of the cap. A higher cost (compared to a regular geonet) has

been assumed for the high-flow capacity geonet drainage layer.

Estimated costs for this alternative are presented as follows from the Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit

3 (TtNUS, November, 2000a) and include long-term groundwater monitoring costs.

+ Capital Cost is $10,198,000

« Annual Operating Cost is $55,000 the first year (for wetland maintenance), plus $88,000 per year (for
sampling and analysis), plus $8,000 per year (soil cap and asphalt maintenance), plus $70,000 every 5
years (for pavement repairs and site review) plus $167,000 every 10 years (repavement)

* Present-Worth Cost is $11,676,000

Shoreline protection using a combination of riprap and wetlands construction has estimated raw costs of $1
million, while using only riprap at the same locations of shoreline has an estimated cost of $325,000. In
addition, annual hosts for wetlands maintenance (for the first year) would not be required. Therefore, costs would

be less if only riprap is used for shoreline erosion controls.

A summary of the estimated remedy costs is provided in Appendix C. The information in this cost estimate
summary is based on the best available information regarding the anticipated scope of the remedial alternative.
Changes in the cost elements are likely to occur as a result of new information and data collected during the
engineering design of the remedial alternative. Changes may be documented in the form of a memorandum in
the Administrative Record file, an Explanation of Significant Differences, or a ROD amendment. This is an order
of magnitude engineering cost estimate that is expected to be within +50 to -30 percent of the actual project

cost.

Based on comments received from the MEDEP on the schedule for OU6 and the concerns raised by the public
during the comment period on the PRAP for OU3, the Navy, in consultation with the USEPA and MEDEP, has
agreed to take action on OU6 sooner by incorporating the following activities related to OU6 into the ROD for

Oous:

» Initiate development of a work plan for the additional investigation for OU6 by holding a DQO meeting within
60 days of signing of the ROD for OU3.
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« Complete the work plan for the additional investigation for OU6 by the time the JILF cap construction is

complete.

» Evaluate the possibility of wetlands construction specifically for water quality improvement to address

groundwater migration from the JILF.

In addition to the items specifically associated with OU6, the Navy will re-evaluate the feasibility of consolidating
portions of the landfill (in the Jamaica Cove area and the vicinity of the former location of Mercury Burial Site
) into the existing landfill. The evaluation will be conducted as part of the pre-design investigation and cap
design and addresses issues related to both OU3 and OU6. Removal of waste material in the vicinity of Jamaica
Cove could provide the additional benefits of removing waste from the more tidal influenced landfill area by
Jamaica Cove and provide additional area for construction of wetlands. Removal of waste material in the former
Mercury Burial Site Il area is being considered so that the Navy can locate the discharge from the two fresh
water ponds that is believed to enter the landfill in this area and redirect this discharge away from the landfill,
thus reducing the amount of groundwater flowing into this portion of the landfill. The removed waste would be
consolidated on the remaining portion of the landfill under the landfill cap. The excavated area in the former

Mercury Burial Site Il area would be backfilled with clean fill and would no longer be included as part of the JILF.

These activities related to OU6 are enforceable components of this ROD for OU3; a full enforceable schedule
for subsequent activities related to OU6 will be incorporated in the Amended Site Management Plan as

necessary.

The Navy will use the USEPA's DQO process to develop a sampling program for OU6 that includes information
on where to collect samples, how many samples to collect, how and when to collect them, and what they will
be tested for. The DQO meetings are held as technical meetings and the results of the meeting will be
documented in the meeting minutes. The first DQO meeting for OU6 will be held within 60 days of the signing
of the ROD for OU3. The final output from the DQO process is the work plan. The draft, draft final, and final
versions of the work plan for OU6 will be provided to the regulators and RAB for review and comment. The final

work plan will be complete and ready to use when the JILF cap is complete.

2.13 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

Statutory requirements of CERCLA Section 121 include: (1) be protective of human health and the environment;
(2) comply with ARARSs; (3) be cost-effective; (4) utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment

technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable; and (5)
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satisfy the preference for treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element, or provide
an explanation as to why this preference is not satisfied. The following provides a discussion of how the remedy

for OU3 meets the statutory requirements, as appropriate.

The selected remedy for OU3 includes a hazardous waste landfill cover, institutional controls, erosion controls,
and monitoring. The remedy will prevent human exposure to unacceptable levels of contaminated soils and/or
wastes and groundwater, prevent erosion of contaminated soils and/or waste on the edge of the landfill, and
provides for current and future land uses of OU3 while providing sufficient protection of human health and the

environment.

The cover will be constructed to meet the RCRA hazardous waste landfill closure and post-closure requirements
and the Maine Hazardous Waste Management Rules provisions pertaining to hazardous waste landfill covers,

as well as other ARARs. All ARARs will be met as discussed in Appendix C.

The selected remedy is the most cost-effective remedy that provides a permanent remedy to the maximum

extent practicable and meets the MEDEP's requirement for a hazardous waste landfill cover for OU3.

The remedy for OU3 does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element of the remedy
because implementation of a treatment option for OU3 would be difficult. This is because OUS3 is a large
(approximately 25 acres) heterogeneous landfill that ceased landfill operations before 1980 and the chemistry
data for soil and groundwater within the boundary of OU3 indicate low to moderate concentrations of a mixture
of chemicals (organic and inorganic) dispersed throughout the landfill area. Therefore, treatment options as a
principal element of the remedy are not practicable for the landfill size or for the mixture of landfill material.
Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining on-site above
levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, 5-year reviews will be conducted to ensure that

the remedy is, or will be, protective of human health and the environment.

2.14 DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES FROM PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE OF
PROPOSED PLAN

To fulfill the requirements of CERCLA Section 117(b), this ROD must document and discuss the reasons
for significant changes made to the selected remedy from the time the PRAP is released for public
comment to the final selection of the remedy. The public comment period for the PRAP for OU3 was held
from January 31, 2001 through March 1, 2001. The PRAP identified Alternative 3 as the Navy's proposed

remedial action for OU3. All written and verbal comments submitted during the public comment period
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were reviewed. Upon review of these comments no significant changes to the remedy, as identified in the PRAP

for OU3, were necessary.

215 STATE ROLE

The MEDEP has reviewed the various alternatives and has indicated its support for the selected remedy. The
MEDEP has also reviewed the Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit 3 and supporting documents to
determine whether the selected remedy is in compliance with State ARARs and facility siting laws and
regulations. The MEDEP concurs with the selected remedy for addressing soil and groundwater within the JILF

boundary (OU3). A copy of the MEDEP's concurrence letter is included in Appendix A
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SUMMARY OF CANCER RISKS, HAZARD INDICES, AND LEAD MODELING RESULTS (RME) FOR OU3

PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE

Version: Final
August 2001

PAGE 1 OF 3
SITE 8/9®
Receptor Exposure Cancer Chemicals with Chemicals with Chemicals with Hazard Chemicals Is Lead a COC?®
Route Risk Cancer Risks >10* Cancer Risks >10° Cancer Risks >10° Index with HI > 1
Construction Worker Ingestion 2.4E-06 -- - - -- 0.83 - -
(SSL_Jlgface and Subsurface Dermal Contact 3.2E-06 -- -- Benzo(a)pyrene (1.3E-06) 0.49 --
oi
Inhalation 5.1E-09 -- - - -- 2.6E-04 - - Yes
Benzo(a)pyrene (2.0E-06)
Total 5.6E-06 -- - - Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (1.0E-06) 1.3 --
Arsenic (1.8E-06)
Benzo(a)pyrene (2.2E-06)
Ingestion 7.2E-06 -- - - Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (1.2E-06) 0.068 --
Occupational Worker Arsenic (3.1E-06)
(Surface Soil) Benzo(a)pyrene (1.9E-05) Benzo(a)anthracene (2.0E-06)
Dermal Contact 4.8E-05 -- Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (1.1E-05) Benzo(b)fluoranthene (2.3E-06) 0.25 --
Arsenic (1.3E-05) Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene (1.3E-06) No
Inhalation NA -- - - -- NA - -
Benzo(a)pyrene (2.1E-05) Benzo(a)anthracene (2.3E-06)
Total 5.5E-05 -- Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (1.2E-05) Benzo(b)fluoranthene (2.6E-06) 0.32 --
Arsenic (1.6E-05) Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene (1.4E-06)
Recreational User Ingestion 1.2E-06 - - - - - - 0.012 - -
(Adult) . Benzo(a)pyrene (6.2E-06)
(Surface Soil) Dermal Contact 1.6E-05 -- - - Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (3.5E-06) 0.086 --
Arsenic (4.4E-06)
No
Inhalation NA -- - - -- NA - -
Benzo(a)pyrene (6.5E-06)
Total 1.7E-05 -- - - Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (3.7E-06) 0.097 --
Arsenic (5.0E-06)
Recreational User Ingestion 2.8E-06 -- -- Arsenic (1.2E-06) 0.11 --
(Child) ) Benzo(a)pyrene (4.2E-06)
(Surface Soil) Dermal Contact 1.1E-05 -- - - Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (2.4E-06) 0.23 --
Arsenic (3.0E-06)
NA
Inhalation NA -- - - -- NA - -
Benzo(a)pyrene (5.1E-06)
Total 1.4E-05 -- - - Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (2.9E-06) 0.34 --
Arsenic (4.2E-06)
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SITE 8/9 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF CANCER RISKS, HAZARD INDICES, AND LEAD MODELING RESULTS (RME) FOR OU3

TABLE 2-1

PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE

PAGE 2 OF 3

Version: Final
August 2001

Receptor Exposure Cancer Chemicals with Chemicals with Chemicals with Hazard Chemicals Is Lead a COC?®
Route Risk Cancer Risks >10* Cancer Risks >10° Cancer Risks >10° Index with HI > 1
On-Site Resident ) ) Benzo(a)pyrene (7.0E-06)
Ingestion 2.3E-05 - Arsenic (1.0E-05) NA -
(Adult and Child) Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (4.0E-06)
(Surface Soil) Benzo(a)pyrene (3.0E-05) Benzo(a)anthracene (3.3E-06)
Dermal Contact 7.8E-05 - Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (1.7E-05) Benzo(b)fluoranthene (3.7E-06) NA -
Arsenic (2.2E-05) Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene (2.0E-06) NA
Inhalation NA - - - NA -
Benzo(a)pyrene (3.7E-05) Benzo(a)anthracene (4.1E-06)
Total 1.0E-04 - Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (2.1E-05) Benzo(b)fluoranthene (4.6E-06) NA --
Arsenic (3.2E-05) Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene (2.5E-06)
On-Site Resident Ingestion NA - - - 0.068 -
(Adult) Dermal Contact NA - - - 0.25 -- NA
(Surface Soil) Inhalation NA - - - NA -
Total NA -- -- -- 0.31 --
On-Site Ingestion NA - - - 0.63 -
(Child) Dermal Contact NA - - - 0.68 --
(Surface Soil) Inhalation NA - - - NA - No
Total NA - - - 1.3 -
On-Site Resident . . 1,4-dichlorobenzene (1.8E-06)
(Adult and Child) Ingestion 6.7E-04 Arsenic (6.6E-04) - Benzene (1.3E-06) NA -
(Groundwater) Dermal Contact NA - - - NA -- NA
(shallow / deep Inhalation® NA - - - NA -
freshwater wells) 1,4-dichlorobenzene (1.8E-06)
Total 6.7E-04 Arsenic (6.6E-04) - Benzene (1.3E-06) NA --
On-Site Resident Ingestion NA - - 3.8 Arsenic (2.7)
(Adult) Dermal Contact NA - - - NA --
(Groundwater) Inhalation® NA - - - NA - NA
(shallow / deep) Total NA - - 3.8 Arsenic (2.7)
freshwater wells) “
On-Site Resident Ingestion NA - - - 8.9 Arsenic (6.4)
(Child) Dermal Contact NA - - - NA --
(Groundwater) Inhalation® NA - - - NA -- No
(shallow / deep Total NA - - 8.9 Arsenic (6.4)
freshwater wells) -
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PAGE 3 OF 3
SITE 11®
Receptor Exposure Cancer Chemicals with Chemicals with Chemicals with Hazard Chemicals Is Lead a COC?@
Route Risk Cancer Risks > 10 Cancer Risks > 10° Cancer Risks > 10° Index with HI > 1
Benzo(a)anthracene (1.0E-06)
Ingestion 1.2E-05 - -- Benzo(a)pyrene (7.4E-06) 0.52 -
Construction Worker Arsenic (1.8E-06)
(Subsurface Soil) Benzo(a)anthracene (1.8E-06)
Benzo(b)fluoranthene (1.3E-06)
Dermal Contact 1.9E-05 - Benzo(a)pyrene (1.3E-05) . 0.25 -
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (1.3E-06) Ves
Arsenic (1.6E-06)
Inhalation NA -- - -- NA -
Benzo(a)anthracene (2.8E-06)
Benzo(b)fluoranthene (2.0E-06)
Total 3.1E-05 - Benzo(a)pyrene (2.0E-05) . 0.76 -
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (2.0E-06)
Arsenic (3.4E-06)
On-Site Resident Ingestion 3.2E-04 Arsenic (3.2E-04) -- - NA -
(Adult and Child) Dermal Contact NA - -- - NA --
(Groundwater) Inhalation® NA - -- - NA - NA
(Shallow / deep Total 3.2E-04 Arsenic (3.2E-04) -- - NA -
freshwater wells)
On-Site Resident Ingestion NA - -- - 1.5 Arsenic (1.3)
(Adult) Dermal Contact NA - -- - NA --
(Groundwater) Inhalation® NA - -- - NA - NA
(Shallow / deep Total NA - -- - 1.5 Arsenic (1.3)
freshwater wells)
On-Site Resident Ingestion NA - -- - 3.4 Arsenic (3.0)
(Child) Dermal Contact NA - -- - NA -
(Groundwater) Inhalation® NA - -- - NA - No
(Shallow / deep Total NA - -- - 3.4 Arsenic (3.0)
freshwater wells)

1 Risk estimates for the construction worker exposed to groundwater (shallow freshwater/saline wells) were less than risk guidelines (e.g., cancer risks were less than or within the USEPA target risk range of 10
to 10 and less than the MEDEP risk guideline of 10-° and noncancer risks were less than 1).

Lead is selected as a Chemical of Concern (COC) if blood lead levels in the receptor of concern (i.e., the fetus of a pregnant woman) exceeds the EPA benchmark of 10 ug/dL.

3 Risks due to the inhalation pathway are qualitatively assumed to be equal to risks quantitatively assessed for the ingestion pathway when VOCs are predominant COPCs. Thus, the total risk from volatile
compounds in water through household use may be doubled.
4 No surface soil samples were collected for Site 11. All receptors are assumed only to be exposed to subsurface soil. An evaluation of the hypothetical future resident exposure to subsurface soil is included in

the appendices of the Revised OU3 Risk Assessment.
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SUMMARY OF CHEMICALS OF CONCERN AND MEDIUM -SPECIFICY

TABLE 2-2

EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATIONS (RME)
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE

Version: Final

August 2001

PAGE 1 OF 2
Concentration Detected Frequency Exposure Point Statistical
Chemical of Concern Exposure Point Units of Detection Measure
Min Max Concentration

Surface (SS)/Subsurface Soils (SB)
SS Site 8/9 0.04 7.9 mg/kg 11/25 1.43 95 % UCL
Benzo(a) pyrene SS/SB Site 8/9 0.04 12 mg/kg 21/47 1.5 95 % UCL
SB Site 11 0.11 50 mg/kg 10/15 15.1 95 % UCL
SS Site 8/9 0.057 10 mg/kg 11/25 157 95 % UCL
Benzo(a) anthracene SS/SB Site 8/9 0.057 14 mg/kg 20/47 1.83 95 % UCL
SB Site 11 0.11 60 mg/kg 10/15 20.9 95 % UCL
SS Site 8/9 0.039 7.8 mg/kg 12/25 1.78 95 % UCL
Benzo (b) fluoranthene SS/SB Site 8/9 0.039 14 mg/kg 24/47 1.89 95 % UCL
SB Site 11 0.12 52 mg/kg 10/15 14.7 95 % UCL
SS Site 8/9 0.05 2.6 mg/kg 3/25 0.81 95 % UCL
Dibenzo (a,h) anthracene | SS/SB Site 8/9 0.05 2.6 mg/kg 7147 0.77 95 % UCL
SB Site 11 0.089 5.6 mg/kg 3/15 1.49 95 % UCL
SS Site 8/9 0.041 4.6 mg/kg 9/25 0.99 95 % UCL
Indeno (1,2,3-cd) pyrene SS/SB Site 8/9 0.041 4.9 mg/kg 18/47 0.94 95 % UCL
SB Site 11 0.18 16 mg/kg 7/15 3.5 95 % UCL
SS Site 8/9 0.9 19.2 mg/kg 29/30 9.97 95 % UCL
Arsenic SS/SB Site 8/9 0.9 26.6 mg/kg 53/55 9.63 95 % UCL
SB Site 11 7.8 30.6 mg/kg 15/15 17.7 95 % UCL
Lead @ SS/SB Site 8/9 6 5510 mg/kg 55/55 416/274 95 % UCL/

Arithmetic Mean
SS/SB Site 11 13.2 899 mg/kg 15/15 598/184 95 % UCL/
Arithmetic Mean
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SUMMARY OF CHEMICALS OF CONCERN AND MEDIUM -SPECIFICY

TABLE 2-2

EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATIONS (RME)
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE

Version: Final
August 2001

PAGE 2 OF 2
Concentration Detected Frequency Exposure Point Statistical
Chemical of Concern Exposure Point Units of Detection Measure
Min | Max Concentration
Groundwater (GW)
Benzene Fresh GW Site 8/9 2 3 ug/L 5/28 3 Maximum
Arsenic Fresh GW Site 8/9 2.7 103 ug/L 16/28 29.8 95% UCL
Fresh GW Site 11 21 14.1 ug/L 2/8 14.1 Maximum
Antimony © Fresh GW Site 8/9 1.6 41.5 ug/L 5/28 5.4 95% UCL
Fresh GW Site 11 ND ND NA NA NA NA
Cadmium ® Fresh GW Site 8/9 0.67 6.85 ug/L 3/28 0.83 95% UCL
Fresh GW Site 11 ND ND NA NA NA NA
Lead © Fresh GW Site 8/9 0.8 19.8 ug/L 12/28 8.58 95% UCL
Fresh GW Site 11 NA NA NA NA NA NA
Nickel © Fresh GW Site 8/9 0.8 526.5 ug/L 15/28 46.1 95% UCL
Fresh GW Site 11 NA NA NA NA NA NA
Thallium ® Fresh GW Site 8/9 5.7 5.7 ug/L 1/28 5.7 Maximum
Fresh GW Site 11 ND ND NA NA NA NA
Notes:

1 The table presents the chemicals of concern (COCs) and exposure point concentration for each of the COCs detected in soil (i.e., the concentration
that will be used to estimate the exposure and risk from each COC in the soil) and groundwater. The table includes the range of concentrations
detected for each COC, as well as the frequency of detection (i.e., the number of times the chemical was detected in the samples collected at the
site), the exposure point concentration (EPC), and how the EPC was derived. This table indicates that the carcinogenic PAHs and arsenic are the
primary COCs identified for OU3 surface and subsurface soils. Benzene and several metals are identified as primary COCs for groundwater.

2 Leadis listed as a COC only because of potential "hotspots" (e.g., there is a cluster of lead concentrations at the southern boundary of JILF landfill).
Although maximum detected lead concentrations exceed USEPA benchmarks for receptor exposure, the arithmetic mean lead concentrations for
Sites 8/9 and 11 are below benchmarks established for the USEPA.

3 These metals presented as COCs because maximum detected concentration exceeds Federal SDWA MCLs or State of Maine MEGs.

ND = Not detected.

NA = Not available or not applicable.

95% UCL = 95% Upper Confidence limit on the Arithmetic Mean
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TABLE 2-3

CANCER AND NON-CANCER TOXICITY DATA SUMMARY FOR OU3 COCS®
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE

Version: Final

August 2001

PAGE 1 OF 4
Pathway : Inhalation
] Weight of
Chemical of Concern Unit Risk Units Inh;loasgjpa(é?grcer Units Evidence/Cancer Source Date
Guideline Description
Soils
Benzo(a)pyrene - - 3.1 (mg/kg)/day B2 IRIS 1998
Benzo(a)anthracene - - 0.31 (mg/kg)/day B2 IRIS 1998
Benzo(b)fluoranthene - - 0.31 (mg/kg)/day B2 IRIS 1998
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene - - 3.1 (mg/kg)/day B2 IRIS 1998
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene - - 0.31 (mg/kg)/day B2 IRIS 1998
Arsenic 0.0043 ug/m?® 15.1 (mg/kg)/day A IRIS 1998
Lead - - - - B2 IRIS 1998
Groundwater
Benzene 2.2E-6 - 7.86E-6 ug/m?® 0.029 (mg/kg)/day A IRIS 1998
1,4- Dichlorobenzene - - 0.02 (mg/kg)/day - IRIS 1998
Arsenic 0.0043 ug/m?® 15.1 (mg/kg)/day A IRIS 1998
Antimony - - - - - IRIS 1998
Cadmium 0.0018 ug/m?® 6.3 (mg/kg)/day B1 IRIS 1998
Lead - - - - B2 IRIS 1998
Nickel - - - - - RIS 1998
Thallium - - - - D RIS 1998
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Pathway: Ingestion, Dermal

TABLE 2-3

CANCER AND NON-CANCER TOXICITY DATA SUMMARY FOR OU3 COCS @
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE

PAGE 2 OF 4

Version: Final
August 2001

Weight of
Chemical of Concern Oral Cancer Slope Dermal Cancer® Slope Factor Eviden.ce/FZancer Source Date
Factor Slope Factor Units Guideline
Description
Soils
Benzo(a) pyrene 7.3 8.2 (mg/kg)/day B2 IRIS 1998
Benzo(a) anthracene 0.73 0.82 (mg/kg)/day B2 IRIS 1998
Benzo (b) fluoranthene 0.73 0.82 (mg/kg)/day B2 IRIS 1998
Dibenzo (a,h) anthracene 7.3 8.2 (mg/kg)/day B2 IRIS 1998
Indeno (1,2,3-cd) pyrene 0.73 0.82 (ma/kg)/day B2 IRIS 1998
Arsenic 1.5 3.66 (mg/kg)/day A IRIS 1998
Lead - - - B2 IRIS 1998
Groundwater
Benzene 0.029 0.0299 (mg/kg)/day A IRIS 1998
Arsenic 1.5 3.66 (mg/kg)/day A IRIS 1998
Antimony © - - - - - -
Cadmium ©@ - - - - - -
Lead - - - B2 IRIS 1998
Nickel @ - - - - - -
Thallium @ - - - - - -
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TABLE 2-3

CANCER AND NON-CANCER TOXICITY DATA SUMMARY FOR OU3 COCS®
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE

Version: Final
August 2001

PAGE 3 OF 4
Pathway : Inhalation
] . . Combined Dates of Dates of
Chemical of Concern Chronic/Subchronic Inalation RfC g]fr::alst;?tns Inhalation RfD lnhaljgi(:g RfD aniérryg;':rget Uncertainty/Modifyi RfD; Target Rfd; Target

ng Factors Organ Organ
Soils
Benzo(a) pyrene Chronic - - - - - - IRIS 1998
Benzo(a) anthracene Chronic - - - - - - IRIS 1998
Benzo (b) fluoranthene Chronic - - - - - - IRIS 1998
Dibenzo (a,h) anthracene Chronic - - - - - - IRIS 1998
Indeno (1,2,3-cd) pyrene Chronic - - - - - - IRIS 1998
Arsenic Chronic - - - - Skin, Vascular - IRIS 1998
Lead Chronic - - - - - - IRIS 1998
Groundwater IRIS 1998
Benzene Chronic - - 0.00173 (mg/kg)/day - - IRIS 1998
Arsenic Chronic - - - - Skin, Vascular - IRIS 1998
Antimony Chronic - - - - Blood, Lifespan - IRIS 1998
Cadmium Chronic - - - - Kidney - IRIS 1998
Lead Chronic - - - - - - IRIS 1998
Nickel Chronic - - - - Body Weight - IRIS 1998
Thallium Chronic - - - - Blood, '_Jlair Loss. - IRIS 1998

Liver
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TABLE 2-3

CANCER AND NON-CANCER TOXICITY DATA SUMMARY FOR OU3 COCS®
PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE

PAGE 4 OF 4
Pathway : Ingestion, Dermal
. Combined Sources of Dates of
Chemical of Concern Chronic/Subchronic Oral RfD OraI_RfD Dermal RfD® Derma_ll RID Primary Target Uncertainty/Modifying RfD; Target RfD; Target
Value Units Units Organ
Factors Organ Organ

Soils
Benzo(a) pyrene - - - - - - - - -
Benzo(a) anthracene - - - - - - - - -
Benzo (b) fluoranthene - - - - - - - - -
Dibenzo (a,h) anthracene - - - - - - - - -
Indeno (1,2,3-cd) pyrene - - - - - - - - -
Arsenic Chronic 0.0003 (mg/kg)/day 0.000123 (mg/kg)/day Skin, Vascular 3 IRIS 1998
Lead - - - - - - - - -
Groundwater
Benzene Chronic 0.003 (mg/kg)/day 0.00291 (mg/kg)/day Blood - EPA-NCEA 1998
Arsenic Chronic 0.0003 (mg/kg)/day 0.000123 (mg/kg)/day Skin, Vascular 3 IRIS 1998
Antimony @ Chronic 0.0004 (mg/kg)/day 0.000008 (mg/kg)/day Blood, Lifespan 1000 IRIS 1998
Cadmium® Chronic 0.0005 (mg/kg)/day 0.000005 (mg/kg)/day Kidney 10 IRIS 1998
Lead® - - - - - - - - -
Nickel® Chronic 0.02 (mg/kg)/day 0.0054 (mg/kg)/day Body Weight 300 IRIS 1998

] ) Blood, Hair Loss, 1998
Thallium® Chronic 0.00007 (mg/kg)/day 0.0000105 (mg/kg)/day Liver 3000 IRIS
Notes:

1 This table provides carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risk information which is relevant to the contaminants of concern in both soil and ground water. At this time, the slope factors and RfDs are not available
for the dermal route of exposure. Thus, dermal slope factors used in the assessment have been extrapolated from oral valves. An adjustment factor is sometimes applied and is dependent upon how well the
chemical is absorbed via the oral route. Adjustments are particularly important for chemicals with less than 50% absorption via the ingestion route.

The cancer slope factors and reference doses for the inhalation route of exposure are not provided because they were not needed/used in the assessment of these COCS.
2 Per the Revised OU3 Risk Assessment gastrointestinal absorption factors provided in the USEPA, Region IV Table 6 reference (Feb., 1996) were used to calculate dermal toxicity criteria.
3 These metals are only listed as COCs because maximum detected concentrations exceeded Federal SDWA MCLs or State of Maine MEGs.

Key:

-: No information available.

EPA NCEA: Environmental Protection Agency, National Center for Environmental Assessment
IRIS: Integrated Risk Information Systems, U.S. EPA

HEAST: Health Effects Assessment Summary Table (FY 1997)

EPA Group:

A - Human carcinogen

Bl - Probable human carcinogen - Indicates that limited human data are available.

B2 - Probable human carcinogen - Indicates sufficient evidence in animals and inadequate or no evidence in humans.
C - Possible human carcinogen.

D - Not classifiable as a human carcinogen.

E - Evidence of noncarcinogenicity.
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SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES FOR OU3

TABLE 2-4

PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE

Version: Final
August 2001

Criteria for Selecting a Remedial Action

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Implementability

Overall protection of Human Health and Low High High High
the Environment

NA Complies* Complies Complies
Compliance with ARARs
Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume None None None None
through Treatment
Short-term Effectiveness NA High Moderate/High Moderate

Low Moderate Moderate Moderate
Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

More difficult More difficult
Very easy Easy than than

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

State Acceptance

Alternatives 1 and 2 are not acceptable to the MEDEP.
Alternatives 3 and 4 both meet MEDEP’s capping requirements.

Community Acceptance**

The community does not support Alternatives 1 and 2. The
community supports covering the JILF with a hazardous waste
cover (as in Alternatives 3 or 4).

Cost
Capital Cost
Present-worth (30-year)
Annual Operating Cost
First Year
Per Year
Every 5 Years
Every 10 Years

$0
$0

$0
$0
NA
NA

$2,127,000
$3,342,000

$55,000

$88,000

$12,000
NA

$10,198,000
$11,676,000

$55,000
$96,000
$70,000
$167,000

$13,022,000
$14,499,000

$55,000
$96,000
$70,000
$167,000

NA - not applicable

* Alternative 2 does not include a cover; therefore, under CERCLA capping regulations are not ARARS.
** See Section 3.0, Responsiveness Summary for the discussion of public comments and concerns raised
during the public comment period for the PRAP for OU3.
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3.0 RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

The Responsiveness Summary is a concise and complete summary of significant comments received from the
public and includes responses to these comments. The Responsiveness Summary summarizes information
about the views of the public and regulatory agencies regarding both the remedial action decision and general
concerns about the site. It also documents in the record how public comments were integrated into the

decision-making process and provides answers to major comments.

This Responsiveness Summary for the comments received on the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for
Operable Unit 3 (OU3) at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PNS), Kittery, Maine was prepared after the public
comment period (which ended on March 1, 2001) in accordance with guidance in “Community Relations in
Superfund: A Handbook” (OSWER Directive 9230.0-3B, January 1992) and consists of the following three
sections: An overview, the background on community involvement with the site, and a summary of the

comments received on the PRAP and the Navy’s responses.

Overview

The PRAP for OU3 as presented to the public identified a hazardous waste landfill cover, institutional controls,
erosion controls, and monitoring to address soil and groundwater within the boundary of Jamaica Island Landfill
(JILF) at PNS in Kittery, Maine.

Comments were received from 30 community members, 2 organizations (Clean Water Action and Seacoast
Anti-Pollution League), and the City of Portsmouth. The majority of comments indicated concerns with the
separation of the source control (OU3) remedy from the management of migration (OU6) remedy and the need
for a cut-off barrier in addition to the landfill cover to protect human health and the environment. In addition, four
comments indicated a preference for complete removal of the landfill and one comment indicated a preference

for no action (Alternative 1).

Background on Community Involvement

The Navy solicits community involvement in PNS’s Installation Restoration Program (IRP) throughout the
remedial investigation and remedial action process through presentations at PNS’s Restoration Advisory Board
(RAB) meetings, by responding to comments from RAB members on documents provided for review and
comment, and formally as part of public comment periods for specific documents. The following provides a
discussion of community involvement for the remedy for OU3 through the RAB and as part of the public
comment period on the PRAP for OU3.
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RAB Involvement

The RAB generally meets every two months and provides the forum for discussion and exchange of information
between the Navy, regulatory agencies, and the community on environmental restoration activities. It provides
an opportunity for individual community members to participate in the decision-making process by providing
input to the decision makers for various IRP sites, including OU3. RAB meeting minutes are prepared for each
RAB meeting and are distributed to the RAB members for review. RAB updates are prepared for each meeting
and distributed to the PNS IRP mailing list. The RAB community members are also invited to participate in
technical meetings that are held to resolve specific issues related to the IRP sites. Technical meeting minutes
are prepared for each technical meeting and distributed to the RAB members. RAB meeting minutes, RAB

updates, and technical meeting minutes are also included in the Information Repositories for PNS.

The draft Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit 3 was presented at the November 18, 1999 RAB. The
Feasibility Study (FS) identifies and summarizes the evaluation of the potential cleanup alternatives being
considered for the JILF. At the request of the RAB, specific components of the alternatives evaluated were
presented in more detail at subsequent RAB meetings. These included conceptual presentations of the capping
component at the May 25, 2000 meeting and the wetlands component of shoreline erosion controls at the
August 3, 2000 meeting. The Navy made other additional presentations to the RAB concerning specific aspects
of the FS and the proposed remedy for the JILF. These included a presentation on alternative components to
address migration of groundwater (monitoring and/or containment systems) at the September 21, 2000 RAB,
a presentation of the draft PRAP for OU3 at the November 30, 2000 RAB meeting, and a presentation of the
Navy’s decision to separate “source control” from “management of migration” at the November 30, 2000 RAB
meeting.

Three technical meetings were held related to the development of the FS for OU3. The first meeting was held
on February 10, 2000 to discuss alternative landfill covers. The second meeting, held on April 4, 2000, was
organized to discuss and determine action items to resolve follow-up comments on the draft FS for OU3. The

third meeting held on September 13, 2000, focused on discussing seep issues associated with the JILF.

In addition to the information presented at the meetings, the RAB also received copies of the documents
produced as part of the FS and proposed remedy for the JILF. These included the draft, draft final, and final OU3
FS documents (including the interim submittals and responses to comments on the FS); the draft, draft final,
and final version of the OU3 PRAP; and the Navy’'s OU3 FS Clarification Memorandum (dated

November 21, 2000), which discusses the Navy’s decision to separate OU3 and OU6. Comments

040105/P 32 CTO 0232



OU3 Record of Decision Version: Final
PNS, Kittery, Maine August 2001

from the RAB members on these documents have been addressed by the Navy and responses were distributed
to the RAB.

Public Participation During Public Comment Period

The public comment period for the PRAP for OU3 was held from January 31, 2001 through March 1, 2001. An
Informational Open House was held on February 1, 2001 at the Courtyard Marriott in Portsmouth, New
Hampshire. The meeting was held to provide a forum for the Navy to respond to public questions and concerns
about the proposed cleanup remedy. The Public Hearing was held on February 22, 2001 at the Courtyard
Marriott in Portsmouth, New Hampshire, where the Navy accepted oral public comments. Written comments

were accepted throughout the public comment period.

Summary of Comments Received During The Public Comment Period and Navy Responses

During the public comment period, verbal comments were received from 16 community members and 2
organizations (Clean Water Action and SAPL) and written comments were received from 14 community
members and from the City of Portsmouth. Additional written comments were also received from Clean Water
Action. The transcript from the February 22, 2001 public hearing and a copy of the written comments are
provided in Appendix B. The public comments have been separated in to five categories; Comments on PRAP
Alternatives; Comments on Separation of Operable Units and Monitoring of Seeps; Comments related to Human
Health and Environmental Risk Concerns; Comments on the CERCLA Process; and Additional Comments. A

summary of the comments with responses is provided below.

Comments on PRAP Alternatives

Comment 1: A cut-off barrier in addition to the cap (proposed in Alternative 3) is needed at this site to address
tidal impacts to the sites, including impacts from migration of groundwater/seeps offshore, from sea level rise,

and storm events.

Response: The Navy recognizes concerns have been expressed by members of the community related
to the need for a cut-off barrier at the JILF. Based on available information, the Navy, USEPA, and
MEDEP have determined that a cut-off barrier is not necessary at this time. The Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) process is a risk-driven process.
As part of this process, the Navy uses USEPA risk assessment methodology to identify potential risks to
human health and the environment associated with a site and to calculate the risk ranges. If a site is
found to pose an unacceptable risk to human health or the environment, then possible remedies to
address these risks are identified and evaluated in an FS. Based on available information, the migration
of groundwater offshore from the JILF does not represent a current or potential future risk that requires a
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cut-off barrier. The tidal impacts to the landfill were considered as part of these evaluations. The studies
included groundwater fate and transport modeling to evaluate the potential for chemicals in the soil and
groundwater at OU3 to move in the environment. The modeling used a conservative approach to estimate the
potential current and future impacts on the groundwater from chemicals in the soil. The modeling assumed the
maximum soil concentrations detected in the landfill (regardless of whether or not it was in contact with
groundwater) were the average concentrations throughout the landfill. The modeling also assumed that the
source was constant over time (i.e., the source did not get any smaller) and the source was located one foot
from the shoreline. So the modeling conducted should be a worst case estimate of current and future potential

impacts to groundwater from tidal impacts to the landfill.

Review of available information on global warming and sea level rise show there is a wide range of opinions and
conflicting information on the time frame and rate for sea level rise (some even predict a lowering of the sea
level). Based on the USEPA's “The Probability of Sea Level Rise” (EPA 230-R-95-008), global warming is most
likely to raise sea level 15 cm (approximately 6 inches) by the year 2050 (which is approximately 0.27 cm/year
or 0.10 inches/year) and 34 cm (approximately 13 inches) by the year 2100 (which is approximately 0.32
cm/year or 0.12 inches/year). But they expect the rate will be less because of efforts to reduce pollutant
emissions, and USEPA estimates these emission reduction efforts could cut the rate of sea level rise in half
by the year 2025.

There are uncertainties related to global warming and associated sea level rise and increased storm events.
Also, the various investigations conducted at the JILF indicate a low potential of hazardous wastes/materials
at high concentrations or that are likely to move through the groundwater to adversely impact the offshore.
Therefore, the Navy believes a cut-off barrier to address potential tidal impacts on the JILF is not justified at this

time.

The Navy recognizes the public’s concern regarding consideration of sea level rise/increased storm events in
the remedy for the OU3. The Navy believes monitoring, routine inspections and maintenance (particularly of the
cap and shoreline erosion controls), and 5-year reviews that will be conducted as part of the remedy for OU3
can address the public’s concerns related to impact of sea level rise/storm events on the JILF. Based on these
activities, the Navy will evaluate impacts to the effectiveness of the remedy (including from rising sea level and
storm events) and conduct additional action as necessary to ensure the remedy remains protective of human
health and the environment in the long-term. In addition, the Navy will conduct additional investigation related
to potential impacts from migration of groundwater to the offshore as part of OU6. Additional information related

to management of migration and OUG6 are provided in the responses to Comments 13 and 15.
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In terms of consideration of sea level rise and increase storm events expected as part of global warming in the
design of the cap component of the OU3 remedy, based on the Navy’s previous experience at other coastal
landfills, the extent of synthetic materials in the vicinity of the shoreline have been governed by slope stability
concerns using a 100-year flood elevation. Assuming a higher sea level elevation from global warming may
result in greater slope stability concerns than with a 100-year flood elevation. Therefore, the Navy believes that
accounting for sea level rise as part of the design of the cap, given the uncertainties related to the sea level rise,
would impact the function and quality of the cap design. The Navy believes that the shoreline erosion controls
that will be provided to protect the JILF shoreline from erosion should provide some protection from the impacts

from increased number and severity of storms that are expected to come with the rise in sea level.

The Navy welcomes suggestions from the public on how their concerns could be addressed further as part of
the remedial design for OU3 or other activities as part of the Navy’s environmental restoration program at PNS.
Please contact the PNS Public Affairs Office at 207-438-1140 for information on how to provide suggestions
to the Navy.

Comment 2: The long-term monitoring program as part of the selected alternative should consider continuous
monitoring and real time monitoring to identify whether there is any change in conditions at the site that may
result in releases of hazardous materials from the site. Also, what contingency actions will be conducted based

on the results of the monitoring?

Response: Monitoring is required whenever waste is left in place, and is included as a component of the
remedy selected for the JILF. The specifics of the monitoring program, including what to sample, when and how
often to take samples, what to test the samples for, how to evaluate the data, and what actions are required
based on this evaluation, will be developed after the Record of Decision (ROD) for OU3 is signed. The Navy
plans to use the USEPA'’s Data Quality Objective (DQO) process for the development of the monitoring program
for OU3. DQO meetings will be held as technical meetings and the results of the meeting will be documented
in the meeting minutes. The final output from the DQO process will be the monitoring plan for OU3 and draft,
draft final, and final versions of the monitoring plan will be provided to the regulators and RAB for review and

comment.

During development of the monitoring program, the Navy will identify the specific decision points that will be
made based on evaluation of the data collected. The decision points will be identified as part of the monitoring
program development. The decisions may require additional and/or more frequent monitoring or additional
action, as necessary to provide for long-term effectiveness of the remedy. A formal contingency
action or contingency plan (where the specific contingency action is identified at the current time)

is not included in the remedy for OU3. This allows the additional action, if necessary, to be tailored
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to the specific problem that needs to be addressed at such a time it is required. Typically, long-term monitoring
programs identify decision points so that additional action is taken before there is an adverse

impact to human health or the environment.

Comment 3: Why does Alternative 5 disqualify as a source control remedy, but Alternative 1 (no action), which

is not a source control remedy, is included in the PRAP?

Response: As provided in the Summary of Remedial Alternatives in the PRAP, Alternative 1 (No Action) is
presented as a baseline for comparison with other remedial action alternatives as required by regulation.
Therefore, regardless of whether the No Action Alternative meets the remedial action objectives, it must be
included in the FS and in the PRAP for comparison to existing conditions. With the exception of the No Action
Alternative, only alternatives that meet the remedial action objectives are considered for selection for a remedial
action. Five remedial action objectives were originally identified for the JILF; four relate to source control and
the fifth relates to both source control and management of migration. When the JILF was separated into two
operable units, OU3 (source control) and OU6 (management of migration), the fifth remedial action objective
no longer applied to source control for OU3. Based on additional evaluation by the Navy after receiving
comments on the draft PRAP, the cut-off barrier included in Alternative 5 was considered only to meet this fifth
remedial action objective related to management of migration and was removed from the draft final PRAP for

ous.

Comment 4: Alternative 5, included in the draft PRAP, should not have been deleted from the final PRAP.

Deleting important information at the 11" hour is not the way to gain public trust.

Response: In hindsight, the Navy recognizes the PRAP would have been easier to explain and understand if
Alternative 5 had been removed from the draft PRAP before it was presented to the RAB. Navy personnel hoped
that in their explanation of the separation of the Operable Units that the RAB, and subsequently the public,
would understand that Alternative 5 (included in the FS for OU3), no longer applied to the OU3 remedy which
addresses source control only. Based on later feedback from RAB members and other members of the
community, the Navy did not do an adequate job of explaining this during the November 2000 RAB meeting.
In the time between the RAB meeting and the public comment period on the PRAP, the Navy deleted
Alternative 5 from the draft final PRAP in response to comments received from the USEPA. In response to the
many comments on the PRAP and questions by RAB members, the Navy provided an additional presentation
on the OU3 PRAP and the separation of the Operable Units during the March 15, 2001 RAB meeting in an effort
to more clearly explain why Alternative 5 was removed from the PRAP. In addition, the Navy prepared a fact
sheet to explain the current understanding of risks for OU3 and OU6 and the separation of operable units. This

fact sheet was mailed to the people included on the PNS IRP mailing list. The Navy hopes that the additional

040105/P 3-6 CTO 0232



OU3 Record of Decision Version: Final
PNS, Kittery, Maine August 2001
information helped address questions among RAB members and concerned members of the public and better

explained the reasons for the separation of the Operable Units and the removal of Alternative 5 from the PRAP.

Comment 5: Complete excavation of the landfill with restoration to pristine conditions is necessary to protect

human health and the environment.

Response: Complete excavation of the landfill was evaluated in the FS (Alternative G) during the screening of
alternatives. This alternative was screened out in the FS because there were concerns with the effectiveness,
implementability, and cost of the alternative. Specifically some of the concerns are that a large volume of
material (approximately 700,000 cubic yards) would need to be excavated and transported off site for treatment
and disposal. Assuming off site areas (off the Shipyard) were available for disposal of the excavated materials,
the excavation was estimated to take approximately 16 years and costs estimated to be greater than a billion
dollars. During excavation of materials, considerable planning and engineering controls would be require to
ensure that the environment and worker health and safety would not be adversely impacted. The other
alternatives developed could provide protection of human health and the environment and meet regulations for
the site/activity with less concerns during construction and more cost-effectively, therefore, the alternative was

considered one of the least feasible options and was eliminated from further consideration in the FS.

Comment 6: Alternative 1 is the best choice.

Response: Alternative 1 (No Action) would not meet the remedial action objectives (e.g., prevent human
exposure to soil/waste materials or groundwater) and therefore does not provide adequate overall protection of
human health and the environment. Therefore, the Navy is not selecting Alternative 1 for the JILF. Evaluation
of a No Action alternative is required by regulation even when No Action will not meet the remedial action

objectives.

Comment 7: There is no clear monitoring plan in any of the alternatives or cost estimates for the alternatives.
Under Alternative 1 (no action), the Navy will still need to monitor; however there are no cost estimates for
Alternative 1. Therefore, it is unlikely that the cost estimates for the alternatives presented in the PRAP are

adequate.
Response: Alternative 1 (No Action) does not include monitoring or any other action (including institutional

controls or five-year review); therefore there is not cost associated with this alternative. All other

alternatives considered for the JILF include a monitoring component and therefore, the cost
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estimates include costs for monitoring. The specifics of the monitoring plan will be determined using the DQO

process after the ROD is signed.

Comment 8: The remedial alternatives evaluated by the Navy are incomplete and there are a lack of adequate
options. Alternative 5 was removed from consideration and there is no consideration of complete or partial

removal.

Response: As part of an FS, technologies to address site contaminants and conditions are identified and
alternatives are developed to meet the remedial action objectives. The alternatives then may be screened to
identify the most feasible alternatives for further evaluation. For a landfill such as the JILF, the most typical
remedy (the presumptive remedy) is capping. However, during the identification and screening of alternatives,
a range of alternatives were developed that could meet the remedial action objectives (RAOs). The more feasible
alternatives were retained for further evaluation. Complete excavation and partial removal of the landfill
alternatives were developed in the FS and then eliminated during the screening of alternative stage because
it was considered one of the least feasible options for the JILF. A cap with a cut-off barrier (Alternative 5) was
retained for further evaluation. During preparation of the FS, MEDEP raised some concerns related to the seeps
that would require additional investigation to address and the agencies decided that “source-control” and
“management of migration” needed to be separated (see additional discussion under the Comments on
Separation of Operable Units and Monitoring of Seeps). The cut-off barrier (included in Alternative 5) was
considered only to address “management of migration” and was not related to the “source control” remedy.
Therefore, for a “source control” remedy under OU3, a cut-off barrier (Alternative 5) was removed from
consideration at this time. If at any time during the evaluation of the effectiveness of the remedy for OU3, the
evaluation of the interim remedy for OU4, or during the evaluation of the additional information for OUS, if is
determined that additional action is necessary to address migration of groundwater/seeps from the JILF to the
offshore, then the Navy will take action, and a barrier would likely be one of several alternatives considered at

that time.

The Navy has agreed to re-evaluate the feasibility of consolidating portions of the landfill (in the Jamaica Cove
area and the vicinity of the former location of Mercury Burial Site I1) into the existing landfill. The evaluation will
be conducted as part of the pre-design investigation and cap design and addresses issues related to both OU3
and OUS6.

Comment 9: Alternatives 1 and 2 are do nothing choices and the State of Maine would not agree to such

choices so they do not represent genuine options. Alternatives 3 and 4 are merely variations on the same

theme and those technical variations could have been left to the design phase.
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Response: Alternative 1 (no action) must be evaluated in accordance with CERCLA regulations. Alternative 2
was evaluated as a limited action alternative and it meets the CERCLA requirements. Alternatives 3 and 4 are
similar and are variations on cap components that would meet the same required regulations, but vary on how
they consider State of Maine Solid Waste Regulations (which will be considered during the design where
appropriate). The major difference between Alternatives 3 and 4 is the method in which the cover minimizes
water (such as from rainfall or snow) from infiltrating and coming in contact with underlying landfill materials.
Both alternatives include a drainage layer with an underlying barrier layer above the landfill materials to minimize
the infiltration. The drainage layer in Alternative 3 would help the water drain faster away from landfill to minimize
water coming in contact with barrier layer and underlying landfill materials. Specifically the cover in Alternative
3 features an “enhanced drainage layer with a high-flow capacity” that provides better drainage than a standard
drainage layer (such as that included in Alternative 4). The barrier layer in Alternative 4 would be designed to
be better at preventing water from going through the layer to the underlying landfill material than a standard
barrier layer (such as included in Alternative 3). Evaluation of the ability of the two covers to minimize water from
permeating through the cover to underlying landfill material indicates that the two are equally effective (both
would prevent over 99 percent of rainfall/snow from going through the cover to the underlying landfill materials).
However, availability of materials for the cover layers, the constructability, and costs are likely to be better for
Alternative 3 than for Alternative 4 (particularly based on the ability to use on-site materials as part of the cover

design for Alternative 3).

Comment 10: The USEPA has so far gone along with the Navy’s proposals for the JILF. They now stand alone
as the only signatory on this decision in a position to call for a real remedial action plan. There is still time for
the USEPA to come forth to protect human health and the environment by demanding the Navy place a barrier

as well as a cap at the JILF.

Response: One of the threshold criteria for selection of a remedy is protection of human health and the
environment. This means that no remedy can be selected unless it meets this CERCLA criterion. EPA believes
that the source control remedy outlined in the draft ROD is protective of human health and the environment. In
addition, based on available information, the migration of groundwater offshore from the JILF does not represent
a current or potential future risk that requires a cut-off barrier. This finding will be re-evaluated in relation to the

OUG studies and decision-making process.

Comment 11: Will the shoreline erosion controls (rip-rap and/or wetlands) be as effective as a barrier to stop

any kind of leakage?

Response: The purpose of the shoreline erosion controls is to prevent the wearing away of soil/fill material along

the shoreline from tidal action of the surface water. While the shoreline erosion controls
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may reduce some of the tidal infiltration, it is not a barrier/containment system that will minimize groundwater

from migrating offsite.

Comments on Separation of Operable Units and Monitoring of Seeps

Comment 12: Why was a last-minute decision made to separate OU3 and OU67?

Response: The separation was made so that the remedy for soil and groundwater within the boundary of the
JILF would not be further delayed while addressing MEDEP’s concerns related to the seeps. The Navy, USEPA,
and MEDEP are all in agreement that a cap is needed to reduce human health risks from exposure to the site
soils and groundwater. The three agencies decided that “source control” and “management of migration” needed
to be separated because the seeps do not pose an immediate threat to human health and the environment, the
agencies want to take action on installation of the cap as soon as possible, and separating OU3 and OU6
would provide the additional time needed to properly address concerns that MEDEP has about the seeps
without delaying installation of the needed landfill cap. The following provides a discussion of the rationale and

timeframe related to the separation:

During development of the OU3 Feasibility Study, the MEDEP identified a concern with the seeps found on the
OU3 shoreline. MEDEP has determined additional information is required to determine whether the water
coming from the seeps that could have chemical concentrations exceeding surface water quality criteria may
adversely impact the organisms exposed directly to the seeps. In September 2000, a technical meeting was
held to resolve the MEDEP’s seep issues. Although the Navy and USEPA indicated that the concern could be
addressed as part of a comprehensive remedy for OU3, the MEDEP indicated that more information is needed
before they could identify a remedy for seeps/management of migration. To address the MEDEP’s concern
without further delay of a remedy for the soils and groundwater within the boundary of the landfill, the Navy split
off seeps/management of migration from OU3 and created a new operable unit, OU6. The decision was made
during the October 23, 2000 conference call that was held between the Navy, USEPA, and MEDEP. The
USEPA issued a letter (dated October 24, 2000) documenting the outcome of the conference call, wherein all
the parties agreed to pursue only a source control remedy for OU3 at this time. The Navy prepared a
clarification memorandum (dated November 21, 2000) to accompany the OU3 FS that explains the separation
of OU3 and OU6 and clarifies that the OU3 FS was finalized without addressing the separation of operable

units. The Navy also discussed the separation of OU3 and OU6 at the November 30, 2000 RAB meeting.

Comment 13: The Navy should not separate “source control” from “management of migration” for the JILF when

the impacts to the offshore and nearshore environment via seeps from the JILF are not clearly
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understood. The remedies for OU3 and OUG6 should occur concurrently and should include monitoring of seeps

and thorough evaluation of containment methods to control groundwater migration from the JILF.

Response: Various investigations have been conducted related to the chemicals at the JILF and the potential
for future impact on the offshore. The results of these investigations indicate that the JILF has a low potential
to impact the offshore in the future. The Navy believes that the interim monitoring program that was developed
to address the offshore and nearshore areas (OU4) that is currently being conducted will provide additional
understanding to the current and potential future impacts. MEDEP agrees that they are ready to identify a
remedy for source control, but they do not believe that they have enough information to identify an appropriate
remedy for management of migration at this time. MEDEP raised a question during development of the OU3
FS about the impacts the seeps were having directly on the plant and animal life living in the seeps. Addressing
MEDEP’s concerns will take additional time that would delay the construction of the source control remedy,
a landfill cap. All three agencies are in agreement that the cap is needed at this time to reduce human health
risks from exposure to the site soils and groundwater, and that containment is not required based on the
information currently available. The three agencies decided that “source control” and “management of migration”
needed to be separated because the seeps do not pose an immediate threat to human health and the
environment, the agencies want to take action on installation of the cap as soon as possible, and separating
OU3 and OU6 would provide the additional time needed to properly address the MEDEP’s concerns about

seeps without delaying installation of the landfill cap.

The Navy'’s original timeline indicated they would begin investigation of the seeps under OU6 after construction
of the landfill cap was complete and the soil and groundwater had sufficient time to settle. Based on comments
received from the MEDEP on the schedule for OU6 and the concerns raised by the public during the comment
period on the PRAP for OU3, the Navy, in consultation with the USEPA and MEDEP, has agreed to take action
on OU6 sooner by incorporating the following activities related to OU6 into the ROD for OU3:

» Initiate development of a work plan for the additional investigation for OU6 by holding a DQO meeting within
60 days of signing of the ROD for OU3.

» Complete the work plan for the additional investigation for OU6 by the time the JILF cap construction is

complete.

» Evaluate the possibility of wetlands construction specifically for water quality improvement to address

groundwater migration from the JILF.
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The Nawy plans to use the USEPA’s DQO process for the development of the work plan. The DQO process is
a logical process that assists with identifying the objectives of the work, the necessary sampling and testing
requirements, and the evaluation and decisions that will be made once the data are collected. Through the DQO
process a sampling plan for OU6 will be developed that includes information on where to collect samples, how
many samples to collect, how and when to collect them, and what they will be tested for. The DQO meetings
are held as technical meetings and the results of the meeting will be documented in the meeting minutes. The
first DQO meeting for OU6 will be held within 60 days of the signing of the ROD for OU3. The final output from
the DQO process is the work plan. The draft, draft final, and final versions of the work plan for OU6 will be
provided to the regulators and RAB for review and comment. The final work plan will be complete and ready to
use when the JILF cap is complete. The work plan and meeting minutes will be included in the PNS Information

Repositories, which are available to the public in the Kittery Town Hall and the Portsmouth Library.

In addition to the items specifically associated with OU6, the Navy has agreed to re-evaluate the feasibility of
consolidating portions of the landfill (in the Jamaica Cove area and the vicinity of the former location of Mercury
Burial Site 11) into the existing landfill. The evaluation will be conducted as part of the pre-design investigation

and cap design and addresses issues related to both OU3 and OUG6.

Comment 14: What is the timeline for study and remediation of OU6 and what funding will be available to deal

with OU6?

Response: The Navy has agreed to hold a DQO meeting for OU6 within 60 days of signature of the OU3 ROD
and to finalize the work plan for the OU6 sampling by the time the cap construction at the JILF is complete.
The work plan will include a schedule for the fieldwork, report and subsequent steps in the CERCLA process.
A proposed schedule for the work plan for OU6 will be provided in the Amended Site Management Plan for
Fiscal Year 2002 (the draft is scheduled to be submitted by June 15, 2001). Prioritization of studies for OU6,
and other areas covered by PNS’ IRP is performed in accordance with the Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA)
for PNS, the Department of defense (DOD)’s Relative Risk Evaluation Framework, availability of funds, and input

from the RAB members (USEPA, MEDEP, community members, and natural resource trustees).

Comment 15: How does the new OUG relate to OU3 and OU4. How will the OU3 remedy currently proposed
by the Navy affect OU6?

Response: OU3 addresses the source materials (soil, landfill debris, and groundwater) contained within the
boundaries of the JILF. OU4 includes the offshore areas of PNS. OUG6 has been identified to address migration

of groundwater from OU3 to OU4 via the seeps in the intertidal area of the JILF shoreline.
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Although OU4 includes the intertidal area of the JILF shoreline, OU4 focuses on the sediment in the offshore
area (both intertidal and subtidal). The interim offshore monitoring program for OU4 can be used to determine
the potential impact of the OU6 groundwater migration/seeps on the sediment (and biota). If a potential impact
to the offshore is found that relates to OU6 groundwater migration/seeps, then action to stop/control the

migration would be evaluated and conducted as necessary as part of OU6.

Because the remedy for OU3 includes shoreline erosion controls in the intertidal area, the seeps may no longer
be present in the intertidal area after construction of the cap is complete. Therefore, the MEDEP’s concern
related to organisms exposed directly to the seeps may no longer be an issue. However, as discussed in the
response to Comment 13, the Navy will prepare a work plan for investigation of OU6 (using the DQO process).
The Navy will conduct the investigation in accordance with the work plan. Based on the information obtained
during the investigation, risks related to groundwater migration will be calculated and a feasibility study will be
conducted. If necessary, a remedy to address risks related to the seeps will be identified. The remedy could
indicate that additional monitoring specifically for OU6 is needed, that OU3 and OU4 monitoring are sufficient
for OUBG, or that active measures for management of migration (e.g., barrier wall or groundwater collection) are

necessary.

Comments Related to Human Health and Environmental Risk Concerns

Comment 16: Without containment at the JILF, daily tidal action and the current groundwater seepage will
continue to flush contaminants from the JILF and introduce them into the intertidal nearshore and offshore

environments. These represent continued risk to human health and the environment.

Response: When evaluating whether a site represents a health or environmental concern, the type of
chemical and the chemical concentrations must be considered. The presence of a chemical at detectable
levels does not necessarily indicate a health/environmental concern. Chemicals were detected in the
seeps and sediments along the shore of the JILF at low concentrations in comparison to human health
risk standards [the risks identified were within or below the CERCLA risk range (between 10 and 10
and below the MEDEP risk guidelines (1x107%)]. Risk evaluations indicated that there are no human
health concerns for people (or children) who may play along the shoreline of the JILF because of
chemicals in the seep or sediment (see the Feasibility Study Report for Operable Unit 3, TtNUS,
May 2000a for more details). The chemical concentrations in the sediment and surface water in the
vicinity of the Shipyard are also low in comparison to human health risk standards and there are no
human health concerns because of chemicals in the sediment or surface water. Explaining the human
health concerns related to seafood ingestion is a little more complicated. There are a variety of chemical
and biological sources present in the lower Piscataqua River. There are shellfish closures or restrictions in the

lower Piscataqua River currently imposed by the States of Maine and New Hampshire because of
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biological contamination primarily from sewage treatment plants and from private septic systems in previous
years. In addition, there are seafood consumption advisories in place by the States of Maine and New
Hampshire. The risk evaluation for seafood consumption indicated that the concentrations of chemicals in the
vicinity of Shipyard were similar to elsewhere in the lower Piscataqua River. However, as part of the interim
offshore monitoring program development, the Navy is collecting sediment, mussel, and juvenile lobster data
(see the Interim ROD for OU4, Navy 1999 and Interim Offshore Monitoring Plan for OU4, TtNUS, October 1999

for more details).

Comment 17: Will the delay for addressing management of migration (OUB6) result in risks to human health

and the environment? What are the risks to human health from the seeps?

Response: The Navy does not believe that the delay for OU6 will result in unacceptable risks to human health
and the environment. The risk evaluation for the seeps indicate that there are no human health concerns for
exposure to the seeps. The offshore ecological concerns are being addressed as part of OU4 and the interim
remedy for OU4 is currently being implemented. The MEDEP’s specific concern related to seeps involves a
small portion of the intertidal area, namely the organisms that live in the seeps. These concerns are localized;
however, the Navy believes that appropriate data are currently being collected as part of OU4 that will be able
to identify potential risks to the environment from the seeps. The investigation for OU6 will provide the
data/information necessary to address the concerns related to seep. The objectives of the investigation will be

determined as part of the DQO development for OUG.

Comment 18: The Navy needs to implement a testing protocol for the seeps from the landfill as well as
intertidal monitoring to insure that at a minimum the public can be notified if there is any danger of

contamination through eating fish or shell fish from the waters around the JILF.

Response: The Maine and New Hampshire Departments of Health are responsible for informing the
public of restrictions on eating fish or shell fish in the waters of the respective States. The States of
Maine and New Hampshire have advisories for seafood and fish consumption because of contamination
in the Piscataqua River from other sources. The State of Maine determined no additional advisories are
required for any chemicals specifically associated with the JILF. The Navy is conducting interim
monitoring, which includes monitoring in the intertidal area of the JILF, in accordance with the Interim
Record of Decision for OU4 (Navy, May 1999) and the Interim Offshore Monitoring Plan for OU4 (TtNUS,
October 1999). The monitoring includes collection and testing of sediment, mussel, and juvenile lobster.
Three rounds of monitoring have been completed and the fourth round will begin in the beginning of
May 2001. The data will be evaluated to determine whether the PNS onshore sites are potentially

adversely impacting the offshore (currently or in the near future). In addition, the Navy has provided and
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will continue to provide the appropriate agencies of the States of Maine and New Hampshire with data from the
various offshore investigations, including the interim offshore monitoring, so that the States have the available
data for the offshore of PNS.

Comment 19: What impact will dioxin concentrations detected in the soil at the JILF and in the sediment,
mussel, and juvenile lobster near the JILF have on the results of the risk assessments? Dioxin testing of the
seeps wasn't conducted; therefore, there is not sufficient information to determine whether dioxins are leaching
out of the landfill. Finding dioxin in the seeps could alter the risk level of the site significantly. Also, evaluation

of the available dioxin data may change the risk assessment conclusions significantly.

Response: In terms of risks related to soil and groundwater within the JILF boundary, dioxin concentrations
detected in soil during the February/March 2000 test pitting does not impact the understanding or results of the
risk evaluation. As part of the Revised OU3 Risk Assessment (TtNUS, May, 2000a), risks were identified within
the CERCLA risk range (between 1x10°¢ and 1x10%) and above MEDEP's risk guidelines (1x10°®). Based on the
risks identified, the Navy evaluated alternatives in feasibility study and proposed a landfill cap. Performing a new
risk assessment, which includes dioxins, on the soil and groundwater within the JILF will not cause the Navy
to select a different source control remedy because the remedy will address all chemicals detected within the
landfill (including dioxin) by putting a physical barrier to prevent contact with soil and using institutional controls
to restrict land use and use of fresh groundwater for drinking. The Navy will use the DQO process to determine
components for the OU3 monitoring program including monitoring media (e.g., groundwater), analytes (e.qg.,
inorganic and organic chemicals), and decisions (e.g., the need for additional action) (please see the response

to Comment 2 for additional information regarding DQOSs).

The Navy will also be developing a work plan to address MEDEP's concerns regarding the seeps using
USEPA's DQO process (to be used for the development of the investigation program for OU6, management of
migration from the JILF as discussed in the response to Comment 13). Following the seep investigation, the

risks associated with the seeps will be evaluated and appropriate action to address the risks will be determined.

The Navy believes that risks to human health and the environment from chemicals present in OU3 and OU6
media (including dioxins), will be addressed as necessary by the remedy for OU3 (through covering of site
material, institutional controls, and monitoring) and the investigation program for OU6 (through development and
implementation of the investigation program) to ensure that human health and the environment are not adversely

impacted from the JILF.
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Comment 20: A strong potential exists for future releases from undiscovered steel drums in the JILF.

Investigations to date were limited and did not prove that additional drums are not present elsewhere in the JILF.

Response: The JILF is a heterogeneous landfill, where a variety of materials were deposited between 1945 and
1978. Remedial investigations at the JILF, including the RFI, RFI Data Gap, Groundwater Monitoring,
February/March 2000 test pitting, and test pitting related to the mercury burial sites were conducted to further
identify the type, quantity, and location of wastes present in the JILF. As part of these investigations forty drums
of non-hazardous materials were found (at one location) and removed from the landfill and one drum of
non-hazardous material (resembling Portland cement) at another location was found and left in place. With
exception of the mercury burial sites, no other drums of hazardous materials have been found during the various
test pitting, soil sampling, or soil boring/monitoring well installation activities that have been conducted as part
of the remedial investigations. In addition, the landfill has been characterized as containing a large quantity of
low level wastes. This means that the USEPA, MEDEP, and the Navy all believe that the JILF does not contain
hazardous wastes that are at high concentrations (i.e., hot spots) or that are likely to move in to the
groundwater. The characterization of the landfill is based on the various investigations conducted at the JILF,
including surveys, test pitting, soil sampling, and groundwater monitoring. The concrete vaults at the mercury
burial sites, which encapsulated the mercury contaminated materials (liquids and solids) in drums, were
excavated and disposed off site. The concrete vaults were intact and there was no indication of any leakage
from the vaults. Therefore, the Navy believes that there is a low potential for the presence of drums of hazardous
materials in the landfill and that any potential future releases can be appropriately addressed in a monitoring

program as part of the remedy for OU3.

Comment 21: Most of the quantitative analysis to date has focused solely on the human health risk at the
immediate landfill site. However, there has been little data generated related to the overall health of the

ecosystem or whether it will ever be safe to fish and swim in the Piscataqua River.

Response: Evaluation of human health and ecological risks in the offshore area have been conducted. The risk
assessments focus on the risks associated with PNS IRP sites. The Navy cannot use remedial funds to
investigate the overall health of the Piscataqua River. Based on the risk assessments conducted by the Navy,
the offshore area of PNS is considered safe for human exposure. However, the States of Maine and New
Hampshire have issued seafood advisories in place because of contamination from all sources in the
Piscataqua River estuary. Please also see the response to Comment 18 related to recent OU4 monitoring and

provision of data to the States of Maine and New Hampshire.
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Comment 22: The sediment in the offshore area of the Shipyard is heavily contaminated with lead and other
toxins and there should be no additional contamination from the seeps added to what is already

there.

Response: The ecological risk assessment for the offshore indicated low risks in the offshore areas in the
vicinity of OU3 and OU3 seeps (i.e., Jamaica Cove and Clark Cove). The Navy is conducting interim offshore
monitoring that included consideration of seep impacts to sediment. The data will be evaluated (in accordance
with the interim offshore monitoring plan) to determine whether there is a potential impact

to the sediment from the PNS onshore sites.

Comment 23: Contaminants present in Sullivan Point have been shown to pose a significantly higher risk to
human health and safety and the Navy has not been able to rule out that some of the contamination may come
from the landfill. There exists the possibility that fractures in bedrock allow the JILF groundwater to migrate in

the direction of Sullivan Point.

Response: The offshore risk assessments, which included Sullivan Point, did not show unacceptable risks to
human health at Sullivan Point. The concern that the JILF is currently impacting Sullivan Point was raised
previously by the MEDEP and SAPL (on the draft version of the Seep/Sediment Summary Report, TINUS,
August, 2000). Investigations conducted in November 1995 and in August 1999 indicate that the groundwater

from OU3 flows toward Clark Cove and not toward Sullivan Point.

Comments on the CERCLA Process

Comment 24: How will the public's concerns related to the remedy for OU3 be addressed under the CERCLA

process?

Response: Many of the concerns related to human health and the environment associated with the
seeps and offshore have been expressed previously by RAB members and discussed by the Navy at
RAB meetings and through response to comments on the various documents related to the development
of the PRAP. The Navy has been aware that several members of the RAB seemed to have a preference
for a cut-off barrier or containment system to address groundwater migration. However, based on the
information available at this time, the risks for the site do not support the need for containment of
groundwater at this time. Because waste is left in place a long-term monitoring program is required to
ensure that the selected remedy is effective in the future and to verify the remedy remains protective of
human health and the environment. The concerns raised related to the separation of OU3 and OUG6
and the timeframe for addressing OU6 are being addressed by incorporating several requirements into the

ROD for OU3. In addition, the Navy already has a monitoring program in place that was designed to
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determine whether there are potential continued adverse impacts to the offshore area, which includes the
intertidal and subtidal areas. The presence of seeps in the intertidal area was considered during the program
development. It was determined that monitoring of sediment in the vicinity of the seep was a better indicator
of adverse impacts because contaminants tend to accumulate in the sediment. The program was developed
through the DQO process and the USEPA, MEDEP, NCAA, US Fish and Wildlife, and SAPL's TAG consultant
participated with the Navy in the development of the process. The Navy believes that the appropriate technical
people from the various regulatory agencies and the Navy participated in the development of the monitoring

program to ensure that a comprehensive monitoring program was developed for the offshore areas.

Comment 25: The cleanup process is too slow and needs to be accelerated. Why has it taken the Navy so
long to come up with the solution for capping and how many more years will it take to determine a

need for a barrier?

Response: The Navy began a feasibility study in 1995 that included the sites within OU3. At that time, data
gaps were identified that required the Navy to conduct additional investigations before identifying a remedy for
the sites within OU3. The Navy conducted four rounds of groundwater, seep, and sediment monitoring; and
conducted onshore/offshore contaminant fate and transport modeling. In addition, the Navy updated the human
health risk assessment for OU3. The results of the additional investigations support the Navy's evaluation that
human health risks estimates are above acceptable levels for exposure to JILF soil and fresh groundwater. To
address these risks the Navy is selecting a cap for the OU3. The investigations also support the Navy's
conclusion that a barrier is not needed at this time. Because waste is left in place a long-term monitoring
program is required to ensure that the selected remedy is effective in the future and to verify the remedy remains
protective of human health and the environment. If site conditions change such that additional action is required

to protect human health and the environment, the Navy will conduct the appropriate action.

Comment 26: The community's voice is not being adequately heard in the CERCLA process. Clear answers
to questions were not provided at the Informational Open House on February 1, 2001. Also, the communication
with the public should use less technical terms and provide less technical discussion so that the general public

can understand.

Response: Through the RAB the Navy tries to obtain community input throughout the CERCLA process. The
Navy solicits input from the RAB through RAB presentations, discussions at the RAB, and RAB minutes and
updates. In addition, RAB members are provided with documents to review and they can provide comments to
the Navy, USEPA, or MEDEP. RAB updates are mailed to the PNS IRP mailing list. However, to encourage

the community to provide their concerns to the Navy at the earliest opportunity,
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the Navy will attempt to provide fact sheets on a more regular basis. The fact sheets will provide in less

technical terms information related to current activities or concerns for the CERCLA sites at PNS.

Comment 27: Concern that the representatives for the Navy, USEPA, and MEDEP at the public hearing
are not the decision makers.

Response: The representatives of the Navy, USEPA, and MEDEP who attended the public hearing on February
22, 2001 are the personnel responsible for providing recommendations and updates to the people who will be

signing the ROD, and are also the most knowledgeable in the day to day management of PNS's IRP sites.

Comment 28: Why was there no New Hampshire Environmental Protection representative involved in the
remediation process when the Shipyard is so close to the boundary of New Hampshire and Maine and could

impact New Hampshire waters?

Response: The Navy is strictly neutral in the current dispute between the States of New Hampshire and Maine
concerning the physical location of the PNS. However, the Shipyard historically has been regarded by the State
of Maine and the DOD and the Navy as being physically located within the boundaries of the State of Maine.
Accordingly, the Shipyard is subject to regulation by the State of Maine and not by the State of New
Hampshire. The issue of the Shipyard's location was recently before the United States Supreme Court and the
Supreme Court ruled that the Shipyard is in the State of Maine. However, we wish to point out that the New
Hampshire Fish and Game Department has a seat on the RAB as a Natural Resource trustee and receives all

information related to the Shipyard's IRP clean up activities.

Comment 29: How do funding problems affect adequate implementation of additional remedial action based

on the results of monitoring?

Response: At this time, funding has not been a factor affecting adequate implementation of remedial actions
based on the results of monitoring. The goal of the monitoring plan is identify potential adverse impacts to
human health and the environment to permit timely evaluation of additional remedial actions prior to
implementation. However, should an immediate action be required, the Navy will work with USEPA and the
states to prioritize work based on risk using the DOD's Relative Risk Evaluation Framework (DOD, Summer
1997) to address the high risk sites first.

Comment 30: Are funding and cost driving selection of remedy? How do budget cycles affect remedy

selection?
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Response: Remedy selection is based on CERCLA's nine criteria that are used to evaluate the alternatives and
compare them to one another in the FS. The nine criteria fall into three groups: threshold criteria, primary

balancing criteria, and modifying criteria. A description of the purposes of the three groups follows:

e Threshold criteria

- The threshold criteria are (1) overall protection of human health and the environment, and (2)
compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS) (or justification of a
waiver)

- Threshold criteria are requirements that each alternative must meet to be eligible for selection.

» Primary balancing criteria

- The primary balancing criteria are: (1) long-term effectiveness and permanence; (2) reduction of toxicity,
mobility, or volume through treatment; (3) short-term effectiveness; (4) implementability; and (5) cost;

- The primary balancing criteria are used to weigh major trade-offs among alternatives.

e Modifying criteria

- The modifying criteria are: (1) state acceptance, and (2) community acceptance;
- The modifying criteria may be considered to the extent that information is available during the FS, but

can be fully considered only after public comment is received on the Proposed Plan.

In the final balancing of trade-offs between alternatives upon which the final remedy selection is based,
modifying criteria are of equal importance to the balancing criteria. Availability of funds is not one of CERCLA's
nine criteria. Cost is one of the, five primary balancing criteria that are considered of equal importance with the
two modifying criteria after public comment period in selection of a remedy. Therefore budget funding and budget

cycles are not considered during the remedy selection process.

Additional Comments

Comment 31: The RAB has not met since November 30, 2000, as a result a vital link in communications
between the community and the shipyard was missing while some crucial decisions were being made about
the JILF.
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Response: The Navy discussed the RAB meeting schedule at the November 30, 2000 RAB and proposed to
hold the next RAB meeting in March 2001 because of the number of meetings to be held related to the OU3
PRAP (the informational open house and public hearing), the Navy. No objections were received and the next
RAB meeting was subsequently scheduled for March 2001. In addition, RAB members are encouraged to
contact the Navy, USEPA, or MEDEP to indicate their concerns or concerns of the community at any time.
The Navy recognizes that not all RAB members can attend the RAB meetings. At future RAB meetings and
in the minutes or RAB updates from the meetings, the Navy will continue to encourage the RAB members to
provide their input either through discussion at the RAB meeting or by calling or writing to the Navy, MEDEP,

or USEPA; and by inviting RAB members to participate in technical meetings.

Comment 32: As part of the licensing process for a commercial hazardous waste storage facility at the
Shipyard the Navy indicated that it had a schedule in place to clean up the superfund sites that currently exist.
However, it appears that the Navy is now delaying cleanup for years and that no schedule is in place to
determine when the clean up is going to be conducted. Therefore, the Navy should withdraw its application for

a commercial hazardous waste storage facility license.

Response: Schedules from the February 2001 Amended Site Management Plan for clean up of the IRP sites
at the Shipyard have been submitted as part of the license application for the commercial facility permit. The
schedule for OU6 will be updated in Amended Site Management Plan for Fiscal Year 2002 (the draft is
scheduled to be submitted by June 15, 2001) to reflect the schedule changes based on the addition of
investigations for OU6, which will be incorporated in the ROD for OU3.
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STATE OF MAINE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAI PROTECTION

ANGUS S. KING. JR. MARTHA KIRKPATRICK

GOVERNOIR COMMISSIONER

July 26, 2001

V. T. Williams

Captain, USN
Commander,

Portsmouth Nava Shipyard
Kittery, Maine

Re: Letter of Concurrence, Record of Decision for Operable Unit 3, Portsmouth Naval Shipyard,
Kittery, Mane

Dear Capt. Williams:

The Maine Department of Environmenta Protection (MEDEP) has reviewed the Draft Find Record of
Decison (ROD) for Operable Unit 3, dated July 2001. Operable Unit 3 congsts of the Jamaicaldand

Landfill (Site 8), the Former Mercury Burid Sites (Site 9) and the Former Waste Oil Tanks Nos. 6 and
7.

Based on MEDEP sreview the Maine Department of Environmenta Protection concurs with the
selected remedid action which conssts of a hazardous waste landfill cover, indtitutiona controls,
erosion controls, and monitoring. The remedid action is outlined below:

* A multiple layer cover over the landfill surface that would prevent receptors on the surface from
coming in contact with contaminated soil and/or waste and minimize infiltration of water through the
cover to the landfill.

* Inditutiond controlsto restrict land and fresh water groundwater uses with the JILF boundary to
prevent unacceptable human exposure to Ste contaminants. Ingtitutional controls will aso be used to

prevent unrestricted disturbance of the hazardous waste landfill cover, shoreline erosion controls, and
building and structures within the boundary of the JLF.

»  Shordine erosion controls, including rip-rap and/or wetlands placed aong the shoreline, to
minimize the potentia for washing away of soil and/or waste materias from the edge of the JILF.

* Monitoring of Ste mediato assess the effectiveness of the remedy over the long term.
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* Routine ingpections and maintenance of the cover, shoreline erosion controls, and ingtitutional
controls to ensure that the cover, eroson controls, and Ste controls remain effective. An
operation and maintenance plan will be developed.

* FHveyear dtereviewsto confirm that remedid action objectives (RAOs) are being achieved and
the remedy remains protective.

Please note that the State’ s concurrence with the remedia action is conditional on our acceptance of
the landfill cover design. We anticipatd that the Navy's landfill cover design will address dl aress of the
landfill including areas around buildings up to the footprints of the buildings.

The MEDEP looks forward to working with Navy and EPA to resolve the environmenta problems
posed by the Shipyard. If you need additiona information do not hesitate to call me or members of my
gaff.

Sincerdly,

gz/&bz‘{?é//’é ‘el é ’
David Lennett
Bureau Director

Bureau of Remediation and Waste Management
Maine Department of Environmenta Protection

pc:
Denise Messier, MEDEP Don Card, RAB
Larry Dearborn, MEDEP Michee Dionne, RAB
Katie Zeeman, MEDEP Mary Marshdl, RAB
Harrison Bispham, MEDEP Phil McCarthy, RAB
Meghan Cassidy, USEPA Jack McKenna, RAB
Marty Raymond, PNS Onil Roy, RAB
LindaKlink, TINUS Roger Wells, RAB
Debbie Cohen, TtNUS Seacoast Anti-Pollution League, TAG Group
Ken Finkelstein, NOAA Carolyn Lepage, TAG Advisor
Ken Munney, USFWS Clare McBane, NH F&W
Jef Clifford, RAB Hle

Doug Bogen, RAB
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ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX FOR OU3

PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE

PAGE 1 OF 2
TYPE OF
DATE FILE SECTION DOCUMENT TITLE/SUBJECT COMMENT
Initial Assessment Study (IAS) for Portsmouth Naval Naval Energy and Environmental Support Activity (NEESA) 1:
June-83 Report Report Shipyard, Kittery, Maine 032, Port Hueneme, CA, Roy F. Weston
Final Confirmation Study Report on Hazardous Waste
June-86 Report Report Sites at Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine Loureiro Engineering Associates (LEA)
Permit under the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of
March-89 Report Report HSWA Permit for Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 1984, United Stages Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
Draft RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) Report for McLaren/Hart Environmental Engineering Corporation, Albany,
July-92 Report Report Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine NY
On-shore Ecological Risk Assessment for Portsmouth McLaren/Hart Environmental Engineering Corporation, Albany,
August-92 Report Report Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine NY
Addendum to RCRA Facility Investigation Report for McLaren/Hart Environmental Engineering Corporation, Albany,
June-93 Report Report Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine NY
Public Health and Environmental Risk Evaluation Part McLaren/Hart Environmental Engineering Corporation, Albany,
March-94 Report Report A: Human Health Risk Assessment (PHERE) NY
Sampling Results at Site 22, Portsmouth Naval Letter dated March 30, 1994 from N. Beardsley, MEDEP to Lt.
March-94 Correspondence Correspondence Shipyard, Kittery, Maine Conroy, NFEC.
Final Human Health Risk Assessment Report for McLaren/Hart Environmental Engineering Corporation, Albany,
May-94 Report Report Offshore Media (HHRA) NY
On-shore Feasibility Study (FS) (Draft) for Portsmouth
March-95 Report Report Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine Halliburton NUS Corporation, Wayne, PA
RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) Data Gap Report for
November-95 Report Report Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine Halliburton NUS Corporation, Wayne, PA
Alternative for Excavation of All Contaminated Material Report dated January 16, 1996, prepared by United States Navy
January-96 Correspondence Letter Report at the JILF and Consolidation above High Tide Level (Northern Division, Lester, PA).
Response to Response to EPA and MEDEP Comments on the Draft Brown & Root Environmental, a Division of Halliburton NUS
March-96 Report Comments On-Shore Feasibility Study Report Corporation, Wayne, PA
Phase Il Ambient Air Quality and Meteorological Brown & Root Environmental, a Division of Halliburton NUS
June-96 Report Report Monitoring Report Corporation, Wayne, PA
Community Relation Plan for Portsmouth Naval Brown & Root Environmental, a Division of Halliburton NUS
October-96 Report Report Shipyard, Kittery, Maine Corporation, Wayne, PA
Action Memorandum for Mercury Burial Site | a Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation (FWENC) Longhom,
September-97 | Report Report Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine PA
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KENNETH PLAI STED: If | could have your
attention, please. Please take your seats and
we'll get started.

Ckay. We'll get started.

Good evening and thank you for coming to
this public hearing for the Navy's proposed
renmedi al action plan for the Jamaica |Island
Landfill. My nane is Kenneth Plaisted and | am
head of the environnmental division of the
Port snout h Naval Shipyard. | am al so the Navy
Cochair of the Shipyard' s Restoration Advisory
Boar d.

As this is a public hearing, there is a
st enogr apher present who will be transcribing
toni ght's proceedi ngs.

This evening' s agenda will be as
follows. | will explain the format for the
neeting first and introduce a few fol ks here at
the head table. Then Marty Raynond fromthe
shipyard' s environnmental division will give a
brief review of the Navy's preferred
alternative for the Jamaica Landfill. Wen

Marty is finished, I will open the neeting up
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to the public for formal oral comments.

AN UNI DENTI FI ED VO CE: Excuse ne. |
have a question. How | ong do you think that
will take before you allow the public to speak?

MR. PLAISTED: Ch, I'mgoing to say
about 10 m nutes --

AN UNI DENTI FI ED VO CE: kay. Thank
you.

MR. PLAI STED. -- probably, nmax.

On February 1st the Navy held an
i nformal open house, at which tine we presented
the Navy's preferred alternative for the
cl eanup of Janmica Island. At that tinme the
Navy responded to comments and answered
questions. As indicated in the proposed pl an,
tonight we are here to accept formal public
conment s.

W will not be responding tonight. Al
formal and witten comments received during
this 30-day public conment period -- which ends
March 1st, by the way -- wll be responded to
in the Responsiveness Sunmary of the record of

deci si on.
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Tonight, if you choose to nmake a fornal
oral coment, | ask that you cone up here to
t he m crophone, so that the stenographer can
hear you, state your nanme, where you're from
and if you're representing a group or an
organi zation, and if you'll be reading froma
witten statenent, to go slow so that the
st enogr apher can get it down.

Am 1 going too fast or too slow?

THE REPORTER. You're just right.

MR. PLAI STED: There you go.

| would like to introduce the people at
the head table. Fred Evans, who is the Navy's
remedi al project manager fromthe Northern
Division in Phil adel phia; Marty Raynond, who is
the I R program manager fromthe shipyard;
Deni se nessier fromthe Departnent of
Envi ronmental Protection of the State of Mine;
and Meghan Cassidy, renedi al project manager
for the EPA

Ckay. I'"ll turn it over to Marty, now

MARTY RAYMOND: As Ken said, ny nane is

Marty Raynond and | work in the environnenta

AVI CORE REPORTI NG (888) 212-2072




o o B~ W NP

\l

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

office at the shipyard. And I'mjust going to
give a very quick review of the proposed
remedi al action plan and where we are in the
CERCLA process.

At this stage in the CERCLA process, as
you can see, we've gone through the renedi a
i nvestigation and the feasibility study for the
Jamai ca Island Landfill and we're at the
proposed plan. The next step will be the
record of decision, and |I'Il talk about that
qui ckly in a nonent.

One of the inportant parts of the
proposed plan is conmunity participation.

Agai n, Ken has already tal ked about this, but |
want to reiterate that we are accepting forma
comments on our proposed plan. The comment
period started January 31st and it cl oses March
1st.

There are several ways that you can give
conments to the Navy on our proposed plan. You
can do themin witing tonight. There are sone
proposed plans on the back table, and on that

there's paper that you can submt forna
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witten comments; or you can send themin
witing by either mail or fax, and they have to
be postmarked no later than March 1st, to Al an
Robi nson in our Public Affairs Ofice. And

Alan is sitting in the back. O, as Ken

menti oned, we'll be accepting formal oral
conmrents after |I'mdone. And if you need any
additional information, this information is all
in the proposed plan or you can talk to Al an
Robi nson in the Public Affairs Ofice.

The Navy's prelimnary reconmendati on
for source control at QU3 -- and QU3 consists
of the Jamaica Island Landfill, which is Site
8; Site 9, which is the nercury burial vault
sites, and Site 11, which are sonme forner waste
oil tanks. In the feasibility study, the
alternative that the Navy picked was
Alternative 3, and what that consists of is a
mul ti-layer hazardous waste cover which woul d
be put over the 25-acre landfill, and, again,
the specifics of that would be determ ned
during the design phase. W woul d al so

I npl enent -- the Navy woul d al so i npl enent
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institutional controls for Qperating Unit 3 of
the Jamai ca |Island Landfill. What that neans
s, we would control it so there's no
resi dential devel opnent on the landfill and
that the groundwater is not used as a drinking
wat er source.

VW woul d al so propose to construct
shoreline erosion controls at the edge of the
| andfill to prevent erosion of landfill
material into the river. The Navy has proposed
to do either riprap, which is rock, and/or sone
formof constructive wetlands al ong the edge of
the landfill.

Al so part of Alternative 3 is to conduct
| ong-termnonitoring to determ ne the
ef fectiveness of the cover and erosion
controls, so we would be doi ng sonet hing such
as nonitoring the groundwater in the landfill.
W' d al so be conducting routine inspections and
mai nt enance of the cover, and erosion controls
to make sure that the renedy is still remaining
effective. And then we would also -- as |

menti oned, Qperable Unit 3 consists of Site 8,

AVI CORE REPORTI NG (888) 212-2072




o o B~ W NP

\l

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

the landfill, Site 9, which is the nercury
burial vault site, and Site 11, the waste oil
t anks, and those woul d be addressed
concurrently with the renmedy for the landfill.

Avai l ability of docunents for the
shi pyard: the proposed plan, again, we have
copies here. Al of the other docunents that
are used to support our decision to pick
Alternative 3 as a prelimnary recommendati on
are at the information repositories. There are
two of them One is at the Kittery Town Hal
and the other is at the Portsnmouth Public
Li brary. Again, there are proposed plans there
as well as all the supporting docunentation for
our deci sion.

That's it. I"mgoing to turn it back to
Ken.

MR. PLAI STED: Thank you, Marty.

| will now open the proceedings to the
public for you to conme forward and submt your
formal oral comments.

So, if anyone would like to speak, just

rai se your hand and cone forward. Yes.
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SUSAN JOHNSON:  Hello. My nanme is Susan

Johnson and | live in Kittery. | was born in
Port snout h, New Hanpshire. | am a descendent
of the first people to settle this area. | am

very famliar wwth this area

| give a proposal and a plea to this
board and to the U S. Navy to shut down the
Port snout h Naval Shipyard; to renove all traces
of it except for a couple of nuseuns; to
convert it into a University of Maine or a
Uni versity of New Hanpshire at Kittery; and to
renove not all -- only all the toxin, but every
trace of it. Conplete renoval of the |andfill
and traces and waste at the yard, mnus a
museum shoul d begi n now out of respect of all
hurmanki nd.

Al so, the people who have |ived here and
who have suffered fromthe effects of the toxic
and the effects of the Navy yard shoul d be
gi ven paynent for their exposure to the bad
el enents fromthe yard all these years.

Thank you.

MR. PLAI STED: Thank you.
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Yes, Kat hy.

KATHY WOLF: My name is Kathy Wl f, and
ny Kittery hone, 10 Od Arnory Wy, is on the
back channel directly across fromthe
Port snout h Naval Shipyard. I'malso a forner
menber of the Restoration Advisory Board.

| attended the information session
February 1 without a strong opinion on what
type of action was needed to deal with the
Jamai ca Island Landfill and its 40 years of
toxic waste, and | left the neeting al nost
three hours later with little information and a
trenmendous anmount of frustration. And | still
don't know if a barrier is needed or not.

None of us attending that neeting were
able to find out why the EPA and Navy chose not
to build a containnent barrier on the water
side of the landfill, and this was despite
repeat ed questions that night. Does the
Navy -- do the Navy and EPA believe they have
enough information, nonitoring studies, et
cetera, to guarantee that such a barrier is not

needed? Are they concerned that the technol ogy
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I s not devel oped enough to assure that
installing such a barrier would cause nore
problens than it would sol ve? Are they
positive that putting rocks and marsh plants
around the landfill wll be as an -- as
effective as a barrier in stopping any kind of
| eakage? O does it just cost too much? O is
it none of the above? We didn't receive clear
answers to any of those questions that night.
One question did have a cl ear answer.
The question was, to what degree is noney
i nvol ved in the decision not to build a barrier
on the water side of the landfill? The answer,
unequi vocal Iy, and com ng from several
authorities present in the roomwas, none at
all. lIronically, this one clear answer, |
di scovered later, mght really not have been
all that clear. It does seemthat budget
cycles, at |least according to the Maine
Departnent of Environnental Protection, did
play a factor, were a significant factor in
deciding to nove ahead on the capping of the

landfill, and in order to do that, declaring
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that the part that m ght possibly need a
barrier was really another site that may or may
not be dealt with in the future.

| really would like to hear answers to
t hese questions, and to other ones, such as,
what exactly are the plans and the tinetable
for nonitoring any di scharge fromthe [andfill
and fromthe nearby seeps that serve -- | guess
are adjacent on a point near the landfill.

What exactly is the tinetable for deciding on
whet her or not to build a barrier? This
guestion was asked nore than once that night,
February 1st, at the information session, and
really, to the best of ny nenory, garnered only
vague responses, nentions of "Mybe in 2008"
and things like that.

I f the Navy and the EPA and the state
want the public to be infornmed, | think these
guestions need to be answered, and not just by
referring people to what | know firsthand are
ki nd of dense docunents to get through at the
public libraries. Therefore, they need to be

answered directly, clearly, and factually.
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And, therefore, | end ny testinony with
two requests: Nunber one, that another
I nformation session to explain in clear English
to a lay public and press be held, focusing
primarily on the barrier question, that it
start on tinme and that it focus on answering
and; questions two, that the State of Mine
Departnment of Environnmental Protection wthdraw
its support of capping the landfill until it
has received a clear, specific, satisfactory

time line and plan for dealing with the barrier

I ssue.

Thank you.

JAMES HORRI GAN. My nane is Janes
Horrigan. | live in Portsnouth.

" mactual ly approach the podiumas a
proxy for Susan Enery of Five Mtchell School
Lane, Kittery Point, Mine. She wi shed to have
the following testinony read into the record.

"l favor a plan which includes not only
a canp but only a barrier around the landfill.
It is unacceptable to ne to allow toxins to

| each out through the groundwater and daily
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tidal mgration for another five to 10 years,
as this represents continued great risk to the
health of the citizens in the area and the
estuary."

BRIAN STERN: M nane is Brian Stern.
|"man attorney. | live and work in Dover, New
Hanpshire.

| know this is a point for public
comment and not to ask questions, but as a
point of information, | would like to know if
each of the nenbers who are here from your
respective agenci es are persons that would be
maki ng the decision. | think that's inportant
to know. If not, | think there's a procedural
probl em since at any hearing the people who
are maki ng the decision need to judge the
peopl e who are speaking to assess their
credibility. | think that if you are not those
people, that there is then a | ack of
credibility on behalf of the governnent hol ding
a public hearing, making decision of trying to
listen to the people that nmay not appear to be

giving the full weight or credit that the
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public i nput deserves.
| don't know if you're willing to
address that or not, whether you are the
deci si on-makers that we're speaking to.
Apparently not.
MEGHAN CASSIDY: |'ll speak for EPA. |
head the teamthat makes the reconmendati on.
MR. STERN. Thank you. | do
appreciate --
M5. CASSIDY: |I'mthe signatory.
It's -- | do not sign off on the agreenent, but

| head the teamthat nakes the recommendati on

MR STERN. | do appreciate that as
wel | .

DENI SE MESSIER.  |' m speaking for the
State of Maine. | supervise the project

manager, so |'mpart of the agency process that
makes the decision. | don't know how to answer
your questi on.

MR STERN. Weéll, I'mnot sure what that
answer neans, but does anybody el se care to
respond?

FRED EVANS: |'Il answer for the Navy.
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The three of us here fromthe Navy do
participate in nmaking the reconmendati on.
Simlar to Meghan, | head the team Sonebody
el se signs the docunent, but I, you know, nake
a recommendation to that person as to what |
feel should be done.

MR. STERN. Now, it would appear that
you are not the decision-maker for the Navy on
this issue. Is that correct?

MR EVANS: | amnot the person that is
permtted to sign the docunent.

MR. STERN. There is sonme history -- and
you're all relatively young, and | guess | am
too. But the history of the United States is
that there's been a long history of travesties

per petrated against its people, whether it's
i ncarcerations, and encanpnents, whether it's
poi sons, whether it's testing on prisoners, and
the history is that the United States
governnent has al ways been slow in reparations
toits people for the ills that it's levied

agai nst them

The fact is that the history of the
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United States is also that they’ ve been very
slow to enforce their environnental |aws. And
the fact is that it's also true that,
specifically in the area of hazardous waste,
the United States governnent has been sl ower
than commercial enterprises in cleaning up
hazar dous waste sites and has fought their own
| aws as strenuously as any ot her governnent.
And, in fact, in this case, this site goes back
to being on the cleanup list in 1989 and
receiving national priority list siting in
1994, and here we are in 2001, just |ooking at
the plans at this point. So that when the
United States governnment comes to its citizens
and says, "This is the best plan; this wll

protect your health,” there is a question of
credibility that | eaves a great gap in that
credibility, that | think the citizens |ook to
be filled.

| ask that when you go back to your
private confines and you turn your back on this

roomthat you reconsider the plan that you have

here, and consider that there are poisons that
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will be leaching into the environnment, and put
yoursel f back in the shadow of that shoreline
and consider the fact that your proposed pl an
woul d continue to allow that to exist.

| have certain information that |
reached ny decision on, and we all have to
choose who we believe. The information that |
have cones from environnental groups, and when
| choose to | ook at decisions concerning the
environnment, | choose to ook at themand find
themto be credible. The facts that |
understand are that one-third of the water that
will cone through that site is fromrain and
snow and that the cap that is proposed wll
address rain and snow, the surface water, and
It wll not address tidal influence. My
understanding is that tidal influence
represents two-thirds of-the water flow, and
addressing the tidal influence would have a
bi gger i npact.

| al so understand that the Navy has
separated operational units into what it is

calling groundwater, which would affect --
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whi ch woul d be a cap for rain and snow and then
a separate operational unit for the tidal
i nfl uence.

When you | ook at the governnent's
docunent on its glossary of technical terns, it
technically defines groundwater as a supply of
freshwater found beneath the earth's surface
that supplies wells and springs a supply of
freshwater. And that's how we may ordinarily
consi der groundwater. Yet it goes on to say,
at Operational Unit 3, portions of the
groundwat er are brackish, saline, because of
the intrusion of estuary water -- I'msorry --
estauri ne water.

So that you've created a fictitious --
two fictitious operational units saying that
they're separate entities; yet, by your own
definition, defined "groundwater" as brackish
and saline fromthe tidal influence, yet choose
not to address it or say that you're addressing
it by a cap, when in fact your own definition
says that you cannot be addressing it because

of the tidal influence.

AVI CORE REPORTI NG (888) 212-2072




o o B~ W NP

\l

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

20

This is a fictitious separation of
operational units and it's only addressing a
m nor aspect of it. You're tailoring a renedy
to a budget as opposed to tailoring a budget to
a renedy. And, in fact, at the infornmational
session, you stated that cost is not a factor
inthis, and | believe you should be bound to
that; otherw se, that has been m sl eadi ng
information in the hearing process and the
deci sion you reached woul d be invalid.

If you have in fact said that cost is
not a factor, you should be bound by that and
you shoul d fashion a renedy w thout concern for
cost. And if cost is a factor, then shame on
t he governnment. The taxpayers are asking that
that site be cleaned up. And I say pay the
price; clean it up

You' re capable of doing it. The
governnent is capable of doing it. And it can
be done now under a single plan, faster than
separating it and goi ng through a separate
process. There's no reason to not include that

process now. This is a priority site, and the
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pl an al ready included a barrier fromthe tidal
i nfl uence, and there was a good reason for
including that barrier. And nowit is not
there under a fiction that it's going to be
done separately at a different tine, which is
maybe ei ght years henceforth. And that's a big
"maybe" that no one can count on. And there is
not good reason for it not to be done now.

Thank you.

JOHANNA LYONS: My nane is Johanna
Lyons, and | amthe Seacoast Anti-Pollution
League's representative to the Restoration
Advi sory Board. I'mgoing. to be reading a
statenent fromthe Seacoast Anti-Pollution
League.

The Seacoast Anti-Pollution League
of fers these comments in response to the
proposed renedi al action plan for the Janaica
Island Landfill, also referred to as Operable
Unit 3 or OQU3. SAPL is a community grassroots
or gani zati on whose m ssion to protect public
heal th and safety and nonitor threats to

wildlife and the ecosystemin the seacoast
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regi ons of New Hanpshire, southern M ne, and
northern Massachusetts.

After careful and thorough review of the
data supporting the Navy's proposed plan, our
viewis that the cap alone is an unfit option;
that a barrier is necessary to address tidal
mgration of toxins fromthe landfill; that
serious unanswered questions about threats to
human heal th and the ecosystens renmain; and
that the Navy needs to take imedi ate steps to
put adequate protections in place. However,
before we go into the details supporting these
views, we'd first like to coment on the
pr ocess.

To fulfill our mssion, we have
participated on the Restoration Advisory Board
since 1995. That board has provided a forumin
whi ch we coul d express community perspectives
on environnental conditions at the shipyard.
However, it has not net since Novenber 30,
2000. As aresult, avital link to the
comuni cati ons between conmunity and the

shi pyard was m ssing while sone cruci al
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deci sions were made about the Janaica I sl and
Landfill. lronically, the Navy's feasibility
study describing five alternatives being
consi dered for the Jamaica |Island cl eanup was
al so nade available to the public in Novenber
2000. Any citizens who read that study would
have been unaware that major deci sions were
al ready bei ng made which coul d render sone of
the alternatives described in the docunent
irrelevant. That's because it's not -- it was
only after the docunent was rel eased that the
Navy decided to separate out the intertida
zone adjacent to Qperable Unit 3 into a new
Qperable Unit 6, and to renove the Renedi a
Action Alternative No. 5 fromany further
current consideration

Those deci sions rai sed a whol e new set
of unanswered questions for which the community
deserves sone answers. For exanple, the
foll ow ng questi ons about the new Qperable Unit
6 are of great concern to us and inpact heavily
on our response to the QU3 plan. Wat is the

tinme line for study and renedi ation for QU6?
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How does the new QU6 relate to Qperable Units 3
and 4? How will the OU3 renedy currently
proposed by the Navy affect this unit? Wat
fundi ng woul d be available to deal with this
new unit? What are the risks to human heal th
fromthe seeps located in the unit? Wat the
risks to the estuary environnent from del ayi ng
remedi al action for this unit?

However, quite apart fromthe specific
concerns of that nature, SAPL, the residents
that it represents through its nenbership, and
ot her residents who voiced concerns in other
foruns have general apprehensi ons about the
proposed renedi al action plan before our
community and the process whereby it is being
I npl enented. First anong these concerns
i nvol ves a | ack of adequate opinion -- options.
In regard to providing renedial action choices
for the public to respond to, the Navy has
failed the local community. As already noted,

t he nost conprehensive choice, Alternative 5,
has been renoved from consi deration. That

alternative is the only one that deals with the
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maj or concern of the community: the control of
toxic pollutants into the estuary.

Alternatives 1 and 2 are essentially
do- not hi ng choi ces. The State of ©Mine woul d
not agree to such choices in any event, so they
do not represent genuine options. Alternatives
3 and 4 are nerely variations on the sanme
t hene, capping the top of the landfill. Those
technical variations could just as well have
been left to the design phase.

Basically, the comunity has been given
one choice at this tinme: a landfill cap on the
center of Jamaica Island site. Additional
concerns about this site's inpact on the
estuary are eschewed by a deft nove: the
redefinition of the site's shoreline as another
operable unit, which is slated to be studied
for many years before any renedial actions, if
any, are finally taken.

We are al so concerned that the
community's voice is not adequately being heard
in the process. The shipyard is, after all,

| ocated in New England. In our town neeting
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and city council hearings, we expect as a
matter of right to discuss all options for
solving a particular problem In that regard,
we hope that the Environnental Protection
Agency and the U S. Navy fully understand the
communi ty's concerns about the Navy's proposal.

|"d like now to summari ze the many
concerns you've heard SAPL and others raise at
public neetings regarding the proposed renedi al
action plan for QOU3.

First, let ne explain why we feel that
the cap alone is an unfit option. The Janai ca
I sland Landfill was constructed on a nud fl at,
and so is anong these uni que Superfund sites
that is subject to both groundwater flows and
saltwater tidal flushings. In other words,
tides flush into and out of the Superfund site
every day. Viewing the site froma three-

di mensi onal perspective, those conbi ned
hydrol ogi cal flows are crucial variables in
regard to human risks and the health of the
estuary. Assumng the cap is properly

desi gned, constructed and maintained, it wll
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prevent precipitation frominfiltrating the
site and will divert surface water drainage
w thin the boundaries of the cap. However,
only an estinmated one-third of the water
currently | eaching through the landfill cones
fromprecipitation. The remai ning two-thirds
conmes fromtidal mgration, something the cap
does not address at all.

Wiile the cap would inhibit the vertical
mgration fromthe surface down to the ground,
the cap does not prevent lateral mgration of
groundwat er into and out of the landfill. That
said, we feel the Navy nust take i medi ate
steps to address tidal mgration and the
construction of the barrier.

After 10 years of study, the Navy has
been unable to prove the barrier is not needed.
Inits desire to take even nore tine to say the
matter not be lightly taken, when questions
remai n regardi ng the health and safety of
people in the ecosystem after prol onged study,
the only responsi bl e approach is a

precautionary one. In this case, that neans
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novi ng ahead on a barrier.

What are sone of the serious questions
that remain? There are many, and | wl|
address just a few key exanples, the first of
whi ch i nvol ves dioxin. The Navy only began
testing dioxin in 1998 and did indeed find
di oxin on-shore at the landfill. However, even
after finding it on-shore, it never tested for
dioxin in the seeps, which neans that the Navy
regul atory agency nor the public knows whet her
this dangerous toxin is |eaking out of the
landfill.

The Navy currently views the site as one
of low risk to surroundi ng human comuni ti es.
D oxin is a known human carci nogen, even at | ow
| evel s, and doesn't tend to break down or
dilute in water. Finding dioxin in the seeps
could alter the risk level of the site
significantly, so there is a potential that all
the risks calculated in prior assessnents are
too | ow

Second, the Navy has failed to address

sea level rise in designing an action plan to
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contain the toxins at the site. This is a
serious oversight in designing a renediation
plan for a site that is a daily affected by
tides. According to NOAH and ot her gover nnent
research agenci es and nuch scientific research,
our region is expected to endure sea level rise
in the near future, as well as increased heavy
weat her events brought on by gl obal warm ng.
W refer here to events beyond the 100-year and
200-year stornms that are factored into your
design. This nmeans that portions of the site
that are above current sea | evel and that
contai n serious toxins that have never been
| eached out by tides will soon be exposed to
tidal flushing. Unless tidal mgration is
addressed i medi ately, it is reasonable to
assune that the public and the surroundi ng
estuary will be left conpletely unprotected
fromthese highly probable circunstances.

Third, contam nants present in Sullivan
Poi nt have been shown to pose a significantly
hi gher risk to human health and safety, and the

Navy has not been able to rule out that sone of
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t hese contam nants nmay cone fromthe landfill.
There exists a possibility that fractures in

t he bedrock allow the JILF groundwater to
mgrate in the direction of Sullivan Point.

Last, inportant questions about how and
when nonitoring will be inplenented al so remain
unanswered. Long-term nonitoring has been
al luded to, but no contingency action plans are
tied to this nonitoring. The Navy makes
frequent references to funding problens to
prevent them from pursuing conprehensive
remedies in the near future. These constant
al lusions to funding probl ens do not reassure
the community that nonitoring will ever result
in any renedial actions.

Pl ease be aware that the residents of
the area are concerned about human risks at the
site, but they are also highly concerned with
the health of the estuary. Most of the
guantitative analysis to date has focused
solely on the human health risk at the
i medi ate landfill site. However, there has

been little data generated that speaks to
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overall health and ecosystem and to those who
want to know if it will ever be safe to fish
and swmin the Piscataqua River, the
community's front yard, so to speak.

However, the Seacoast Anti-Pollution
League does recognize that a landfill cap would
be an integral part of any renedial action
pl an. W can support the Navy's desire to
proceed with the capping project if certain
provisions are net. In that regard, we insist
upon two provisions: First, that the Navy
promul gate a contingency plan that will retain
the option of a tidal barrier as described in
their Alternative 5 in the Novenber 2000
feasibility study and that the option be
pursued i mmedi atel y; second, that the Navy
begin i Mmedi ate testing of the seawater and
sedinent in Qperable Unit 6 to determ ne the
di scharge | evel s of toxins, including dioxin in
that part of the landfill. If a time line that
Is acceptable to the State of Maine and the
communi ty shoul d be schedul ed for these tests,

gi ven these two provisions are net, we support
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the Navy's current proposal for a landfill cap.

I n concl usion, the Seacoast
Anti-Pol lution League believes that the Navy
has arrived at a proposal that ignores tida
mgration, the very reason for which it has
conducted such a careful study in the first
pl ace. To be sure, a landfill cap involves
some of the -- to be sure, the landfill cap
sol ves sonme of the problens, but considered
apart fromthe tidal barrier, it raises new
guestions and | eaves nmany i nportant concerns
unresol ved. Way has the Navy spent so long to
come up with one solution? Landfill caps have
been i nplenented in many ot her Superfund sites
el sewhere. The technology is already well
devel oped. Well, why, then, take 10 years to
study the probl en? How nmany nore years m ght
It take to study the need for a barrier? And
what risks mght the public and estuary face
fromtoxi